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Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study

Executive Summary

Introduction

Developing a seamless, multi-jurisdictional bike
corridor network that links residential areas
with employment centers requires a
cooperative and coordinated effort among
multiple road owners.

This Study identifies suburban and urban
corridors within the Metropolitan Planning Area
that are most likely to maintain high average
cycling speeds to encourage commuter cycling
from the suburbs to the city. As a planning-
level assessment, the Study informs road
owners about cooperative opportunities to
develop a seamless bicycle network based on a
consistent set of treatments. Road owners may
consider applying these treatments when
designing and implementing roadway
improvements along the identified corridors.

To accomplish study objectives, the Syracuse
Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC)
established a Study Advisory Committee (SAC)
of SMTC member agencies and Working Groups
comprised of local cyclists who commute to
work by bike to provide guidance for the study.

Summary of Demographics, Legislation,
Plans and Initiatives

Demographics: The target group for this study
is “experienced-confident riders” who are
comfortable riding with vehicles on streets at
speeds up to 25 mph on level grades and up to
45 mph on steep descents and who may cycle
distances of 5 or more miles.

Legislation: The 2012 NYS Smart Growth Public
Infrastructure Policy Act (Act) requires
consideration of smart growth principles as well
as local government plans for development

when investing public funds into infrastructure
improvements. Smart growth principles
advocate for multi-modal corridors, including
bike facility infrastructure. Likewise, the 2012
Complete Streets legislation requires
transportation projects undertaken, overseen,
or funded by the state Department of
Transportation consider various user needs.

Plans: The SMTC reviewed and summarized
several current and ongoing plans to ensure
that this study complements these efforts and
identifies connections to existing and proposed
bike corridors. The City of Syracuse Draft
Bicycle Master Plan, for instance, was viewed as
an extension of this plan as it identifies
additional bike corridors within the city’s
municipal boundaries. Therefore, this study
identifies major suburban/urban commuter
corridors that could connect into the city’s
proposed bike network.

Identification of Preliminary Corridors

SMTC staff used the Travel Demand Model to
identify major travel routes between residential
areas and places of employment. Based on the
Travel Demand Model results, SMTC staff
determined that bike commuter corridors
should connect downtown and University Hill
with four suburban areas: west (Camillus),
northwest (Baldwinsville), north (Clay), and east
(Fayetteville/Manlius).

Staff identified initial bike commuter corridors
based on this assessment and reviewed them
with the SAC. The SAC suggested including
additional corridors for consideration. Working
Group participants also added or removed
corridors based on their experience cycling to
work. The SMTC staff traveled all of the
corridors and made additional modifications
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based on existing conditions and field
observations.

Existing Conditions

The SMTC conducted an existing conditions
assessment to confirm the issues and
opportunities and provide additional input into
the corridor selection process.

Environmental Justice: The SMTC reviewed its
2012 Environmental Justice Assessment that
identified low, medium, and high-priority target
areas. The suggested bike corridors appear to
be well distributed across designated target
populations for communities west, north, and
east of the City of Syracuse.

Commercial Corridors: Working group
participants suggested avoiding commercial
corridors if possible to avoid high traffic
volumes and the large number of driveways.
Major suburban commercial corridors that were
avoided include: West Genesee Street, Route
57, Route 11, Erie Boulevard East, and sections
of Route 92 and Route 290.

Transit Service Routes: Connecting bicycle
corridors with transit routes offers cyclists
multi-modal commuting options as each bus
can transport up to three bikes. This is
beneficial during instances of inclement
weather and/or to shorten the travel
length/time. Many suggested bike corridors
overlap with transit routes.

Bike Suitability and Accidents: The SMTC
Bicycle Suitability Map shows that the region
consists of a well-developed road network with
varying levels of cycling suitability. SMTC staff
compared the suitability and the number of
accidents on roughly parallel roads that could
provide alternative bike corridors between the
same general origin and destination. The

following corridors with higher suitability
ratings and fewer accidents were given priority:
Milton Ave and Howlett Hill Road from the
west, Route 370 and Morgan Road from the
northwest, South Bay Road from the north, and
portions of Route 92 from the east.

Speed and Traffic Volumes: Cyclists who
participated in the Working Group meetings
encouraged the SMTC to select corridors that
have lower posted speed limits and traffic
volumes. The following table summarizes the
posted speed and Annual Average Daily Traffic
(AADT) for major corridors.

Speed / Traffic Volumes for Major Roadways

Posted | Approximate
Roadway S;?ee.d A.ADT*
Limit | (vehicles per
(mph) day)
Erom the Milton Ave 30 2,500-8,000
West Genesee St 30-35 21,000-22,000
West Howlett Hill Road 35 3,000-5,000
Route 370 45-55 8,000-13,000
From the Route 57 45 14,000-29,000
Northwest | Morgan Road 45 10,000-14,000
Old Liverpool Rd 40 13,000
Onondaga Lake Pkwy 55 22,000
From the Route 11 35-40 8,000-26,000
North South Bay Rd 35-55 7,500-14,000
Buckley Rd 35-45 11,000 -15,000
Seventh North St 40 6,000-13,000
From the Route 5 40-55 11,000-29,000
East Route 92 45-50 8,000-23,000

*AADT — Estimated average daily traffic volume (2010) on a route
segment at a particular count station location. Actual daily
volumes encountered on highways may vary from AADT.

Pavement Conditions: The SMTC reviewed the
ratings for each road considered as a possible
bike corridor and noted where below average
conditions exist.

Topography: Syracuse is a region of hills, and
completely avoiding steep slopes is unlikely
along any corridor, but especially along
roadways from the west and east. Northern
corridors are mostly level with less than 5
percent slopes.
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Developing a Bike Commuter Corridor
Network

No single agency/owner has the authority or
the resources to implement a multi-
jurisdictional bike network. However,
cooperative discussions among road owners to
incorporate bike facilities into scheduled
roadway resurfacing and reconstruction
projects could lead to a cost effective bike
network development strategy.

Suggested Corridors: Each corridor considered
during the course of this study could be
included as part of a cooperative and
comprehensive bike commuter corridor
network. Fiscal resource constraints, however,
limit the ability of road owners to make
necessary facility improvements for all
considered corridors. As shown in the following
map, this Study suggests these (major) bike
commuter corridors:

e Milton Avenue and Howlett Hill Road from
the west,

e Route 370 and Morgan Road from the
northwest,

e South Bay Road to Buckley Road from the
north, and

e Route 92 from the east.

Several network gaps exist along the priority
roadways. To close these gaps, the SMTC
identified roadway segments that serve as
extensions and/or as critical connections to
complete the network as shown in the map.
The map also references where to find
additional recommendation information within
the report. Once a network is officially
established, road owners may, at their own

discretion and as resources permit, incorporate
additional corridors.

Potential Corridor Treatments: Bike lanes are
the preferred bike facility option since cyclists
are accustomed to seeing them denoting a
bikeway. Where bike lanes are not feasible to
incorporate in the short term, shared-use-lanes
(i.e., sharrows) could be used as a substitute if
proper conditions exist. Other options such as
bike boulevards, cycle tracks, and shared-use
paths/side paths are also considered. Please
see Table 5 for a description of bike facility
treatments and typical applications.

Planning Level Treatment Options for
Intersections, Bridge Overpasses/
Underpasses, and At-Grade Railroad Crossings:
The SMTC staff observed similar issues with
intersections, bridge under/overpasses, and at-
grade railroad crossings, such as: no shoulders,
curbing, right-of-way constraints, curbed center
islands, high traffic volumes, complex lane
configurations, and wide approaches. At-grade
railroad crossings often overlap roadways at
skewed angles. Bridges often lack shoulders,
are narrow, have limited sight lines, and lack
sufficient lighting.

Although similar issues exist, existing conditions
vary and pose unique engineering and design
challenges. In some cases, the simple option is
to install signs notifying cyclists to dismount and
walk their bikes along sidewalks. Other more
costly options include: modifying vehicle travel
lanes, installing bike signals or warning beacons,
making traffic signal adjustments, develop
median refuges and bike boxes, and
intersection reconstruction. Please see Table 6
for a listing of possible mitigation measures for
intersections, bridges, and railroad crossings.



Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study

Public Education: It is important to note that
when riding in the road cyclists must follow the
same road rules that regulate motor vehicles.
The Onondaga County Traffic Safety Advisory
Board (OCTSAB), Federal Highway
Administration-produced materials, local police
departments, and the New York State
Department of Transportation (Region 3)
Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator may all serve as
resources to help with public education goals.

Maintenance and Operations: Working group
participants suggest that bike facilities be
accessible for year-round use. Road owners
should ensure the execution of a good
maintenance program that establishes
standards and a schedule for inspections.

Wayfinding for Bicycles: Once a bike commuter
corridor is established, road owners may
consider the need to develop a wayfinding
system that provides clear navigational
instructions. Part 9 of the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) provides basic
guidelines for designing wayfinding signage
systems for bike routes.

Destination Facility Enhancements: Ensuring
that there are adequate bike storage facilities
and other cyclist accommodations such as
showers and locker rooms helps encourage
people to commute to work by bike. Some of
these accommodations can be provided by the
public sector, while others may be obtained
through the private sector via collaborative
partnerships.

Conclusion: This study encourages cooperative
discussions and agreements among road
owners as a cost-effective implementation
strategy to develop a successful bike commuter
corridor network. Projects that involve non-
priority corridors may also be considered for

inclusion as an extension of the bike network as
resources permit.
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Suggested Bike Lane Accompanied
by “Bike Lane” Signs

Shared Lane Markings (Sharrows)
Accompanied by “Share the Road” Signs
Bike Boulevard

Cycle Track

Bike Corridor to be Constructed/Currently
Under Construction 2013

Use Existing Trails/Bikeway

The Syracuse Bicycle Plan Identifies Road
as a Bikeway

City of Syracuse
Town
Village

Water Features

Note:
® The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure Master Plan
identifies potential corridors throughout the city. Please

refer to this plan for additional corridor recommendations
within the city.

® See Section 5.2 for suggested treatment options.

o Please reference Table 5 for a description of bike facility

treatments and typical applications.

® Please reference Table 6 for possible mitigaion measures

for intersections, bridge & railroad crossings.

100 Clinton Square

126 North Salina St, Suite 100
Syracuse, NY 13202

(315) 422-5716

Fax: (315) 422-7753

WWwWWw.smtcmpo.org
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Overview

As part of the 2012-2013 Unified Planning Work
Program (UPWP), the Syracuse Metropolitan
Transportation Council (SMTC) agreed to
complete the Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study
(Bike Corridor Study) on behalf of the New York
State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT).

Developing a seamless, multi-jurisdictional bike
corridor network that links residential areas
with employment centers requires a
cooperative and coordinated effort among
multiple road owners. As a planning-level
assessment, the Bike Corridor Study informs
road owners about cooperative opportunities to
develop a seamless bicycle network based on a
consistent set of treatment options.

This Study does not advocate one option over
another since an engineering assessment may
be required to determine appropriateness.
Therefore, a road owner, at its own discretion,
would determine the most appropriate option if
it chooses to make bicycle facility
improvements.

1.2 Accommodating Cyclists
According to the American Association of State
and Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO),

“All roads, streets, and highways, except
those where bicycles are legally prohibited,
should be designed and constructed under
the assumption that they will be used by
bicyclists. Therefore, bicyclists’ needs
should be addressed in all phases of
transportation planning, design,
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construction, maintenance, and
operations.” (AASHTO 2012)™.

Therefore, roads that do not outright restrict
the use of bicycles should accommodate cyclists
as appropriate. This Study identifies roads
within the Metropolitan Planning Area that are
most likely to maintain high average cycling
speeds to encourage commuter cycling from
the suburbs to the city.

1.3 Bike Corridor Study Purpose,

Goal & Objectives

The SMTC developed purpose, goal, and
objective statements to guide the study and
ensure compatibility with other initiatives.

Purpose Statement: The purpose is to identify
opportunities to develop a seamless bicycle
commuter corridor network that links
residential areas outside of the City of Syracuse
with major employment centers primarily
located within the City of Syracuse. This will
encourage people to bike to work, which can
help reduce vehicle congestion and its
associated environmental impacts.

Goal Statement: The goal is to establish options
that road owners can assess, select, and apply
cooperatively to ensure the development of a
consistent multi-jurisdictional bike corridor
network.

Objective Statement: The objective is to
identify bike commuter corridors within the
Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) by
identifying:

! American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials. Guide for the Development
of Bicycle Facilities, 4™ Ed. AASHTO, 2012: 2-4.
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e major origins (i.e., residential population
centers) outside of the City of Syracuse;

e major destinations (i.e., places of
employment) located primarily within the
City of Syracuse;

e areasonable number of bicycle corridors
that directly link residential population
centers (origins) with places of employment
(destinations). Based on existing conditions
preferred corridors, to the extent possible,
should allow high average cycling speeds,
be direct, have low traffic volumes and
speed, and have fewer conflict points;

e network gaps and developing general
planning-level treatment options for
improvements along the identified
corridors; and

e short to long-term treatment options for
road owners interested in making
improvements. The options may require
additional assessment by the road owner
prior to selection.

1.4 Target Group

Cyclists vary in their skill level, comfort level,
and bicycling capabilities. The identification
of a cyclist target group aids in the
identification and selection of appropriate
bike facilities and accommodations.

For the purpose of this study, the target group
includes “experienced-confident riders” who
commute to and from work. “Experienced-
confident riders” are defined by AASHTO as
cyclists who are comfortable riding with
vehicles on streets, may ride at speeds up to
25 mph on level grades and up to 45 mph on
steep descents, and may cycle distances of 5
miles or longer (AASHTO 2012).?

% American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials. Guide for the Development
of Bicycle Facilities, 4™ Ed. AASHTO, 2012: 2-5.

The Federal Highway Administration classifies
this type of bicycle user as Group A—an
Advanced Cyclist. Advanced cyclists use their
bicycles in traffic as they would a motor vehicle;
they are riding for convenience and speed and
want direct access to their destinations with a
minimum of detour or delay.

1.5 Study Area

The study area consists of the SMTC
Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), which
includes all of Onondaga County and portions of
Oswego and Madison counties. Potential
bicycle corridors include areas containing high
population and employment densities within
the MPA. Please see Map 1 — Study Area.

Map 1 — Study Area
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1.6 Study Process

The SMTC developed the following process to
achieve the Bike Corridor Study’s purpose, goal,
and objectives:

e The SMTC developed a Study Advisory
Committee (SAC) to guide the study,
provide oversight of deliverables, provide
necessary support, and serve as a resource.
The SMTC met with the SAC throughout the
planning process.

e The SMTC collected, reviewed, and
considered relevant plans, studies, and
reference materials. These documents
served as a foundation for this study and
ensured that this effort complements other
planning initiatives.

e The SMTC used a Travel Demand Model
(Model) - a zone-based forecasting tool - to
identify origin and destination pairs from
clusters of transportation analysis zones
(TAZs) within the MPA. The Model output
helped guide the identification of initial
corridors for consideration.

e The SMTC met with Working Group
participants (WG) to refine the corridors
linking origins and destinations. The
Working Group included members from the
Onondaga Cycling Club and others who
commute to work by bike. The participants
provided information about corridor
conditions and connection opportunities.

e The SMTC staff conducted field
observations of all of the corridors
suggested by the Working Group
participants, noted observations, and added
and removed corridors as necessary.

e The SMTC utilized its Geographical
Information System (GIS) to conduct an
existing conditions assessment for all
identified routes to help document corridor
conditions and identify considerations when
selecting possible treatment options.
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e The SMTC identified primary commuter
corridors and planning-level treatment
options based on existing conditions and
federal and state standards and guidelines.
Identified treatment options may require
additional analysis and assessment by an
engineer to determine their
appropriateness.

1.7 Stakeholder Engagement

During the scoping process, the New York State
Department of Transportation and the SMTC
determined that this Study would be developed
as a technical assessment. This Study included
the formation of a Study Advisory Committee
(SAC) as well as Working Groups comprised of
local cyclists who commute to work by bike.

Since this Study identifies corridors that cyclists
use to commute to work, the SMTC determined
that conducting Working Group discussions
with experienced commuter cyclists would
provide the most valuable information for this
planning process, and would meet the public
involvement needs for this study.

Public meetings were not held, and a project-
specific Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was not
prepared since public meetings or additional
public outreach activities beyond the SAC and
Working Group meetings were not deemed
necessary. The public will have additional
opportunities to comment if a road owner
decides to analyze, design, and implement
bicycle facility improvements.

Study Advisory Committee: Formed to provide
technical and procedural guidance, the SAC
consisted of representatives from the following
public agencies:

e (CenterState Corporation for Economic
Opportunity — Downtown Committee
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e New York State Department of
Transportation

e Onondaga County Department of
Transportation

e Syracuse-Onondaga County Planning
Agency

e New York State Canal Corporation
e (City of Syracuse

0 Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
0 Department of Public Works
0 Department of Engineering

In addition to providing technical guidance, the
SAC confirmed origins, destinations, and
potential corridors; provided input on potential
bike facility treatments; and provided final
review and oversight of the Draft Final Report.

The SMTC met with the SAC three times during
the planning process. Meeting summaries are
included in Appendix A.

Working Groups: The SMTC held five Working
Group meetings to provide additional insight
into the study. The Working Groups consisted
of Onondaga Cycling Club members that bike to
and from work, and different participants
attended each meeting to provide a wide range
of perspectives. The president of the Onondaga
Cycling Club solicited members who wanted to
provide information to the SMTC about their
bike commute trip.

Working Group participants provided valuable
information into the selection and refinement
of potential bike corridors. Participants
identified cycling and facility issues along the
potential corridors and identified improvement
opportunities. A summary of all Working Group
meetings is included in Appendix A.
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2.0 Summary of
Demographics, Legislation,
Plans, and Initiatives

2.1 Demographics

This study targets commuters who travel to
work who are 16 years old and older. Table 1
indicates the mode of travel for workers in
Onondaga County based on the 2000 and 2010
decennial census. However, data in the
category entitled Means of Transportation to
Work (for 2010) is from the 2006-2010
American Community Survey.

Table 1 - Demographic Overview

Onondaga County 2000 2010 Percent
Change
Total Population 458,336 | 467,026 1.9%

Workers 16 years and older 211,646 216,202 2.2%

Means of Transportation to

Work
Drove alone 169,433 | 172,184* 1.6%
Other 42,213 44,018* 4.2%

Percent drive alone to work 80.1% 79.6% -
* Data is from 2006-2010 American Community Survey. (All other

data are U.S. Census decennial (100%) data from 2000 and 2010.)

During the decade between 2000 and 2010, the
total population and the number of workers 16
years old and older both increased by
approximately 2 percent and the number of
workers who “drove alone” increased 1.6
percent during this period. The category
“Other” includes modes such as biking, walking,
motorcycle, carpooled, public transportation,
worked at home, etc. In total, this category
increased by 4 per cent, but it is not possible to
determine how many trips were specifically
generated by cyclists.

The demographics serve as a baseline to
determine how many people commute to work.
The results suggest that approximately 80
percent of commuters drove alone to work in

2000 and 2010, but that the number of people
choosing other forms of transportation modes
to work, such as cycling, is increasing.

2.2 Existing Legislation

2.2.1 New York State Smart Growth Public
Infrastructure Policy Act

In 2010, Governor David Paterson signed the
NYS Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy
Act (Act) into law. The Act requires
consideration of smart growth principles as well
as local government plans for development
when investing public funds into infrastructure
improvements. Smart growth principles
advocate for multi-modal corridors, including
bike facility infrastructure.

2.2.2 Complete Street Legislation

In August 2011, Governor Andrew Cuomo
signed Complete Streets legislation (S5411A-
2011: Enables safe access to public roads for all
users by utilizing complete street design
principles). The new law, which took effect on
February 11, 2012, requires transportation
projects undertaken, overseen, or funded by
the state Department of Transportation to
consider the needs of various users (e.g.,
motorists, pedestrians, cyclists, transit riders,
citizens of all ages and abilities, including
children, the elderly, and the disabled, etc.).
Although the law requires projects funded with
state or federal funds to comply, it does not
provide any additional funding for designing or
incorporating complete street design features
into a project. Currently, there is no national
Complete Streets policy, and locally funded
projects are exempt from this law in New York
State.
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2.3 Current Plans

2.3.1 Draft Bicycle Infrastructure Master Plan
2012 - City of Syracuse

Summary: The Draft Bicycle Infrastructure
Master Plan outlines a vision for an
interconnected cycling network, provides a
guide for implementation, and ultimately, seeks
to render Syracuse a “cycle city.” This Bike
Corridor Study complements the city’s Bike
Master Plan by identifying opportunities to
connect suburban and urban bike corridors.
The SMTC staff referenced the Bike Master Plan
throughout the study process to ensure
consistency and help the city prioritize which
corridors will benefit commuter cyclists.

The City of Syracuse identified its bike network
and possible bike treatments in the summer of
2011. Proposed bike infrastructure treatments
within the City are included for 4.2 miles of
priority bicycling areas throughout downtown,
and over 64 miles of bike infrastructure in the
Westside, Southside, Valley, Eastside,
Eastwood, Northside, and Lakefront
neighborhoods. Treatment strategies include:
standard bike lanes, sharrows, curbside bike
lanes, bike boulevards, cycle tracks, contraflow
lanes, and multi-use paths.

Application to this Study: Since the City is
developing a bike master plan for its roadways,
the SMTC Bike Corridor Study will focus more
on identifying suburban commuter corridors
that link to the City’s bike facilities.

2.3.2 Erie Canalway Trail - Syracuse Connector
Route (Ongoing) - Syracuse Metropolitan
Transportation Council

Summary: The Erie Canalway Trail — Syracuse
Connector Route project, undertaken by the
SMTC at the request of the City of Syracuse,
began in the fall of 2011. This effort, which was
underway at the time this Study was
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completed, will document a plan for how to
implement the Erie Canalway Trail through the
City of Syracuse with connections to DeWitt and
Camillus.

Part | of the study aims to examine the existing
un-signed, on-road Erie Canalway Trail route
utilized each July for the Cycling the Erie Canal
Bike Tour, to determine if, what, and where
alternate roads or improvements to the route
are recommended. The goal of Part | is to
develop a short-term on-road, signed route that
can be utilized until a permanent off-road (to
the extent possible) route is implemented. Part
Il of the study will examine routing for the
permanent Erie Canalway Trail between the
Town of Camillus and the Town of DeWitt. The
permanent route is intended to be off-road (to
the extent possible and desired).

Application to this Study: The SMTC’s Bike
Corridor Study considered the initial routes
identified for the Canalway Trail Study as
potential corridors to connect those wishing to
commute to and from work by bicycle.

2.3.3 University Hill Bike Network Project -
2008 - Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation
Council

Summary: The 2008 University Hill Bike
Network Project established a plan for a bike
network, including segregated lanes and traffic
calming measures that cover University Hill.

|”

The project also created a “tool” for evaluating

city streets for inclusion in the bike network.

To determine which University Hill streets
should be included in a bicycle network, the
SMTC developed a series of metrics, or
“appropriateness measures.” The SMTC
designed the appropriateness measures as an
analytical tool for use at the planning level by
city workers in the field — a process that could
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be replicated throughout the remainder of the
city in the future. The appropriateness
measures, however, were not designed to be
applied within a suburban context.

The appropriateness matrix includes three
categories that reflect major criteria in site
decisions for bike routes: safety, connectivity,
and design potential. The SMTC assigned points,
reflecting relative weights, to each of these
categories.

Application to this Study: This Bike Corridor
Study identifies commuter corridors that link
suburban residential areas with employment
centers for experienced-confident riders who
are willing and able to travel longer distances.
Unfortunately, the appropriateness measures
from the University Hill Bike Network Study
were not designed to accommodate this target
audience and be applied to a suburban context.
The SMTC considered and acknowledged the
categories when conducting the existing
conditions assessment and documenting field
observations.

2.3.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan - Syracuse
Metropolitan Transportation Council, March
2005

Summary: SMTC’s 2005 Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan was designed as a policy level plan that
seeks to preserve and enhance the area’s
bicycling and pedestrian network and to
improve the safety, attractiveness, and overall
viability of cycling and walking as legitimate
transportation alternatives.

The document puts forth policies and guidelines
for future bicycle and pedestrian facilities and
amenities within the SMTC area. The report is
non-location specific so that it can be applied in
the various municipalities represented within
the MPO region.

Application to this Study: This Bike Corridor
Study complements this plan by identifying
where corridors exist that may be improved to
accommodate cyclists who want to commute to
work by bike. The policies identified in the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan provided
overarching guidelines for the Bike Corridor
Study planning process.

2.4 Current Initiatives

2.4.1 Syracuse University Connective Corridor
Summary: The Connective Corridor is an
initiative by Syracuse University, the City of
Syracuse, and Centro to improve multi-modal
linkages between University Hill and downtown
Syracuse. The initiative began in 2005 as a
collaborative vision to design inviting streets
and pathways in a “Connective Corridor” and a
pedestrian-oriented “Civic Strip”. Although
ongoing at the time of this study, the initiative
has completed many project phases.

The Connective Corridor follows University Ave,
East Genesee Street and West Fayette Street. It
serves as a multi-modal, pedestrian and bicycle-
friendly transportation route between
University Hill and downtown Syracuse. The
Civic Strip is envisioned as a pedestrian-friendly
area of downtown connecting civic institutions
and cultural organizations with Armory Square.

Specific bicycle facilities implemented along the
Connective Corridor include dedicated bike
lanes along East Genesee Street and East
Fayette Street, shared-use bicycle and vehicle
lanes on West Fayette Street on University Hill
to Armory Square in Downtown, and a cycle
track on the east side of University Ave.

Application to this Study: This Bike Corridor
Study identifies opportunities to link suburban
commuter cycling corridors with the Connective
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Corridor, which provides a major connection to
University Hill and downtown Syracuse.

2.4.2 Loop-the-Lake Trail

Summary: Onondaga County maintains several
miles of walking and biking trails and linear
parkland along the northern half of Onondaga
Lake. The southern half of the Lake contains
extensive highway and railroad infrastructure
and does not include dedicated cycling facilities.

Two paved multi-purpose trails skirt the Lake’s
northern shoreline. The 2.5-mile East Shore
Recreational Trail consists of a twenty-foot wide
paved multi-purpose trail that is ideal for
cycling. The 2-mile long paved West Shore Trail
(i.e., the John Haley Memorial Trail) extends
from the East Shore Trail across the Seneca
River outlet into Geddes. Access is provided to
the Lakeland community via two pedestrian
bridges over 1-690.

The County continues to explore ways to
incorporate bike and pedestrian facilities along
the southern half of the Lake. At the time of
this study, the County was in the process of
extending the West Shore Trail 2.5 miles south
along the Allied bluffs that overlook the lake.
When finished, the County will have completed
7.5-miles of the planned total 12-mile Loop-the-
Lake Trail.

In December 2012, Governor Andrew M.
Cuomo announced that Onondaga County
received a $75,000 Regional Economic
Development Council Award to produce a Loop-
the-Lake trail feasibility study that includes
conceptual designs about how to connect to the
Onondaga Creekwalk Trail via a bridge over the
CSX railroad tracks.

Application to this Study: The current trail
network and the ongoing efforts to complete
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the Loop-the-Lake trail could provide bike
commuters with a direct connection to the City
of Syracuse from the northern suburbs.
Connections to the city from the north are
limited to Seventh North Street and Park Street.
A Loop-the-Lake trail would greatly enhance the
ability for bike commuters to access the city,
and according to working group participants,
would be the preferred commuter route if such
an option was provided in the future. The Bike
Corridor Study considered these trails as
potential commuter corridors and has identified
on-road corridor connections.
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3.0 Identification of

Preliminary Corridors

The SMTC used its Travel Demand Model as an
initial input to help staff identify initial
corridors. Staff reviewed the initial corridors
with the Study Advisory Committee (SAC), and
the SAC added additional corridors. Working
Group participants were afforded the
opportunity to review and suggest adding or
removing corridors based on their experience
cycling to work. The SMTC staff traveled the
corridors suggested by the Working Group and
made additional modifications to corridors as
necessary based on existing conditions and field
observations. Analysis maps 2 through 9 can be
found in Appendix B.

3.1 Existing Vehicular Commuting

Patterns

Since a purpose of this study is to attract
commuters from their cars to biking, SMTC staff
examined vehicular commuting patterns to
identify the most significant commuter flows in
the region.

The SMTC used its Travel Demand Model in this
assessment. A Travel Demand Model (Model) is
a zone-based model that forecasts travel
behavior given the spatial distribution of
households and employment areas and the
availability of transportation facilities and
infrastructure. The SMTC's current model is
based on 2007 household and employment
data. The Model uses a geographic unit
referred to as a Transportation Analysis Zone
(TAZ). There are more than 1000 TAZs in the
SMTC’s Model. For the purpose of identifying
major commuter corridors in the region, SMTC
staff grouped the existing TAZs into “clusters”
that share access to the same collector or
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arterial roadways. Once clustered, Model
output data were examined to identify the
“clusters” that generate or attract the greatest
number of commuting trips each day. Map 2
(Appendix B) shows the top ten origins and
destinations from this analysis, along with the
number of daily work trips between these
clusters.

As shown on Map 2 (Appendix B), the
downtown and University Hill areas are the
most significant commuter destinations within
the region and areas west, northwest, north,
and east of Syracuse generate the highest
number of work trips.

Based on this analysis, SMTC staff determined
that this study should focus on bicycle
commuting corridors to downtown and
University Hill from four suburban areas: west
(Camillus), northwest (Baldwinsville), north
(Clay), and east (Fayetteville/Manlius).

3.2 Corridor Considerations

SMTC staff considered initial corridors based on
where the greatest number of trips existed
between origins and destinations. The SMTC
reviewed the corridors with the SAC, and their
feedback is summarized on Map 3 (Appendix B).

In addition to soliciting SAC comments, the
SMTC asked Working Group participants to
provide additional feedback based on their
experiences cycling along these corridors. As
shown in Map 4 (Appendix B), the Working
Group identified additional issues and
opportunities and suggested several
modifications, which included removing many
corridors from consideration.

Working Group participants noted that most
experienced cyclists are willing to travel 5 to 10
miles one way to work, while less experienced
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cyclists will travel about half that distance.
Participants felt that many cyclists are willing to
ride up to 45 minutes, with an additional 15
minutes set aside to change at work.

According to the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO),
an adult cyclist will ride at a speed of 8-15
miles-per-hour.® Thus, an 8 mile-per-hour
average speed would allow a cyclist to travel
about 6.0 miles within 45 minutes. Likewise, a
15 mile-per-hour average speed allows a cyclist
to travel 11.25 miles.

To encourage cycling to work, the Working
Group participants suggested that SMTC
consider the following when selecting corridors:

Prioritize corridors based on safety (i.e.,
fewer accidents, less traffic, lower speeds,
etc.).

Adding 10 minutes to a commute was
considered reasonable if the detour is a
more comfortable riding alternative.

Use Shared-Use Paths whenever possible to
reduce conflict points, maintain high
average cycling speeds, and encourage
ridership.

Prioritize corridors that connect to existing
trails and schools.

Prioritize flat corridors.

Prioritize corridors that are easily
maintained so that they are free from
debris and snow.

* American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials. Guide for the Development
of Bicycle Facilities, 4™ Ed. AASHTO, 2012, p. 3-4.
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The SMTC conducted in-field observations of
the corridors suggested by the Working Group
participants. Staff added and removed
corridors from consideration and noted
additional issues, opportunities, and potential
treatment options as documented in Maps 5-9
(Appendix B).
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4.0 Existing Conditions

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation
Council (SMTC) conducted an existing
conditions assessment to confirm the issues and
opportunities identified by the Study Advisory
Committee and the Working Group participants
for all considered corridors. The assessment
provided additional input into the corridor
selection process.

The SMTC staff identified primary corridors by
geographic area.

From the West: Milton Avenue, West
Genesee Street, and Howlett Hill Road.

From the Northwest: Route 370, Route 57,
Morgan Road, Onondaga Lake Parkway, and
Old Liverpool Road.

From the North: Route 11 and South Bay
Road.

From the East: Route 5 and Route 92.

Other roads are included on the existing
conditions maps for information. These may be
use as extensions or connector corridors.
Appendix B contains existing condition analysis
maps 10 to 16.

4.1 Environmental Justice

The Study Advisory Committee (SAC) suggested
that a bike corridor network overlap with
environmental justice target areas if possible.
As such, the SMTC reviewed its 2012
Environmental Justice Assessment that
identified low, medium, and high-priority target
areas. Target areas are census tracts that
include concentrations of minority persons, low
income persons, senior citizens, and persons
with Limited English proficiency (LEP).
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Map 10 (Appendix B) shows target area
locations within the Metropolitan Planning Area
and the City of Syracuse. The suggested bike
corridors appear to be well distributed across
designated target populations for communities
west, north, and east of the City of Syracuse.
High-priority target areas also exist within the
City of Syracuse along several of the suggested
bike corridors.

4.2 Commercial Corridors

Working group participants suggested avoiding
commercial corridors if possible to avoid high
traffic volumes and the large number of
driveways/turning movement conflicts that
typically exist. Participants, however,
recognized that some cyclists may have to cross
commercial corridors to access adjacent bike
corridors. If necessary, participants suggested
that intersections within commercial areas be
improved to allow cyclists to cross. In response
to these comments, SMTC staff tried to avoid
major commercial corridors when identifying
potential bike corridors.

Map 11 (Appendix B) shows where business
locations exist within Onondaga County. Based
on this information it is apparent that the major
suburban commercial corridors include: West
Genesee Street, Route 57, Route 11, Route 5
(Erie Boulevard East and West), South Bay
Road, and sections of Route 92 and Route 290.

4.3 Transit Service Routes

Centro provides transit services throughout the
study area, and each bus can transport up to
three bikes. Connecting bicycle corridors with
transit routes offers cyclists multi-modal
commuting options, which is beneficial during
instances of inclement weather and/or to
shorten the travel length/time of a cycling
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corridor. As shown on Map 12 (Appendix B),
several transit routes connect the suburbs to
the city along primary corridors.

Suggested bike corridors in Camillus, North
Syracuse, Fayetteville, and Manlius connect to,
or overlap with, transit routes, which improve
opportunities for multi-modal travel.

4.4 Bike Suitability & Accidents

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation
Council’s (SMTC) Bicycle Suitability Map shows
that the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA)
consists of a well-developed road network with
varying levels of cycling suitability. Map 13
(Appendix B) shows the bike suitability ratings
from 2011 and number of bike/motor vehicle
accidents (2007 to 2011). SMTC staff compared
the suitability and the number of accidents on
roughly parallel roads that could provide
alternative bike corridors between the same
general origin and destination.

From the western suburbs to the city, Milton
Avenue, Howlett Hill Road, and West Genesee
Street were considered. Milton Avenue and
Howlett Hill Road are rated more suitable than
West Genesee Street. Milton Avenue and West
Genesee Street have a similar number of
accidents. No bike accidents were reported for
Howlett Hill Road.

From the northwestern suburbs, Route 370 and
Morgan Road have higher suitability ratings
than Route 57.

From the northern suburbs, South Bay Road has
higher suitability ratings than Route 11.

From the east, portions of Route 92 have higher
ratings than Erie Boulevard, and both corridors
contain a similar number of accidents.

4.5 Speed and Traffic Volumes

The SMTC reviewed posted speed limits and
traffic volumes along each roadway considered
as a potential bike corridor. Cyclists who
participated in the Working Group meetings
encouraged the SMTC to select corridors that
have lower posted speed limits and traffic
volumes.

Map 14 (Appendix B) shows the posted speed
limits and Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)
for each considered corridor. AADT is defined
as the total volume of vehicle traffic on a
highway or road for a year divided by 365 days.
AADT is typically estimated from shorter
duration counts. Table 2 summarizes the

posted speed and AADT for major corridors.

Table 2 - Speed and Traffic Volumes for Major
Roadways
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Posted | Approximate
Roadway Sr?e(?d A{'\DT*
Limit | (vehicles per
(mph) day)
From the Milton Ave 30 2,500-8,000
West Genesee St 30-35 21,000-22,000
West Howlett Hill Road 35 3,000-5,000
Route 370 45-55 8,000-13,000
From the Route 57 45 14,000-29,000
Northwest | Morgan Road 45 10,000-14,000
Old Liverpool Rd 40 13,000
Onondaga Lake Pkwy 55 22,000
From the Route 11 35-40 8,000-26,000
North South Bay Rd 35-55 7,500-14,000
Buckley Rd 35-45 11,000 -15,000
Seventh North St 40 6,000-13,000
From the Route 5 40-55 11,000-29,000
East Route 92 45-50 8,000-23,000

*AADT — Estimated average daily traffic volume (2010) on a route
segment at a particular count station location. Actual daily
volumes encountered on highways may vary from AADT.

According to the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO)4, “High traffic volumes and speeds

* American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials. Guide for the Development
of Bicycle Facilities, 4" Ed. AASHTO, 2012, p. 2-13.




Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study

should not be used as justification for not
accommodating bicyclists because many of
these roadways are the only ones that connect
parts of communities.” Therefore, the SMTC
considered high traffic volumes and speeds in
context to surrounding land uses when
determining the appropriateness of a corridor.

4.6 Pavement Conditions

The City of Syracuse, Onondaga County, and
New York State rate pavement conditions as
excellent, good, average, fair, and poor. Town
and village roads are rated only if they are
federal-aid eligible. The SMTC reviewed the
ratings for each road considered as a possible
bike corridor and noted where below average
conditions exist.

Map 15 (Appendix B) shows corridors that
contain significant segments rated fair or poor,
as well as the location of bridges along the
considered corridors. In the short term,
roadways with poor pavement conditions pose
challenges to cyclists. However, roadways with
poor pavement conditions present an
opportunity in the future to improve conditions
for cyclists and incorporate bike facilities (e.g.,
bike lanes) when the roadway is repaved.

4.7 Topography

According to the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO),
corridors containing grades typically greater
than 5 per cent should be avoided when
considering bike corridors if possible. Areas
with excessive slopes make it difficult to bike up
a steep hillside, and cyclists may experience
excessive speed on the descent. Map 16
(Appendix B) shows the location of grades
above 5 per cent along each considered
roadway.
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Syracuse is a region of hills and drumlins, and
completely avoiding steep slopes is unlikely
along any corridor, but especially along
roadways from the west and east. Northern
corridors are mostly level with less than 5
percent slopes. Steep slopes must be
considered within the context of its
surroundings, the length of the slope, and the
severity of the slope.

4.8 Summary of Major Corridors
Table 3 summarizes the results of comparing
primary corridors that offer alternative route
options within close proximity to each another.
As shown in the existing conditions maps, the
SMTC also considered attributes of minor
corridors that fill network gaps between major
corridors. However, the SMTC was not able to
compare corridors in Table 3 that serve as
extensions or connections due to the lack of
available alternative options.
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Table 3 - Existing Conditions Summary of Major Corridors
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5.0 Developing a Bike
Commuter Corridor Network

Realizing a successful bike commuter corridor
network involves implementing a consistent set
of options cooperatively across a multi-
jurisdictional roadway network.

Road owners have sole discretion to consider
suggested corridors and treatments and
conduct any necessary engineering and/or
safety assessments before deciding to select a
final option to advance to design and
construction. As illustrated in Map 17
(Appendix B), ownership varies for each
considered corridor.

No one agency/owner has the authority or the
resources to implement a multi-jurisdictional
bike network. However, cooperative
discussions among road owners to capitalize on
the following projects may help champion the
development of a successful bike commuter
corridor network over time:

roadway and bridge resurfacing and
reconstruction projects

permitting new residential, commercial,
and mixed-use development projects

state, county, city, town, and village (with
trail) improvement projects, e.g., the Erie
Canal Trail, Loop-the-Lake, rails-to-trails,
etc., and

college campus projects, e.g., Onondaga
Community College provides bike facilities,
the Connective Corridor, etc.

Transportation departments have opportunities
to improve bicycling conditions as part of their
routine roadway maintenance and “3R”
(resurfacing, restoration, reconstruction)
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activities. Incorporating bike facilities into
roadway improvement projects is a cost
effective implementation strategy. As such,
owners may cross reference upcoming projects
with this study to identify opportunities for
incorporating bike facilities.

Bike facility treatments fall into three
categories, (i.e., Short-term, Medium-term, and
Long-term) dictated by cost and ease of
implementation. Examples are provided for
clarification.

Short-term: Restripe road to allow for bike
lanes or sharrows when it is resurfaced.

Mid-term: Incorporate bike lanes into the
design of a capital project that reconstructs
bridges or roadways.

Long-term: Complex and high-cost facility
improvements such as constructing new cycle
tracks or bike/pedestrian bridges.

As a planning-level assessment, this study
identifies corridors that are most likely to
incorporate short-term and medium-term
treatment options to the greatest extent
practicable. Long-term improvements were
only identified if absolutely necessary to close
an unresolved network gap.

5.1 Suggested Corridors

Roadways that do not legally prohibit bikes
should accommodate cyclists whenever
practicable. Each corridor considered during
the course of this study permits bikes and thus
could be included as part of a cooperative and
comprehensive bike commuter corridor
network. However, many of these roadways do
not currently serve as viable corridors given
their current design or condition absent of bike
facility improvements. Fiscal resource
constraints limit the ability of road owners to
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make necessary facility improvements for all
considered corridors. Therefore, this Study
prioritizes the following corridors from the
west, northwest, north, and east to establish as
a bike commuter corridor network:

Milton Avenue and Howlett Hill Road from
the west,

Route 370, Morgan Road, Onondaga Lake
Parkway from the northwest,

South Bay Road to Buckley Road from the
north, and

Route 92 from the east.

Several network gaps exist along the priority
roadways. To close these gaps, the SMTC
identified roadway segments that serve as
extensions and/or as critical connections to
complete the network. Map 18 shows the
priority corridors and critical roadway segment
connectors by ownership. Once a network is
officially established, road owners may, at their
own discretion and as resources permit,
incorporate additional corridors into the
network. Table 4 shows the number of feet,
miles, and the percent of total ownership by

. Percent of Total

Road Owner Feet Miles )
Ownership

City of Syracuse 71,000 13 12%
Towns and Villages 85,000 16 15%
NYSDOT 124,000 23 22%
OoCDOT 289,000 55 50%
Private 2,200 0.5 1%
Total 571,200 107.5 100%
road owner.

Table 4 — Ownership of Suggested Corridors

5.2 Potential Corridor Treatments
Bike lanes serve as the desired option since
cyclists are accustomed to seeing them as the
primary treatment denoting a bikeway. Where
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bike lanes are not feasible to incorporate in the
short term via stenciling and restriping due to
limited pavement width, shared-use-lanes (i.e.,
sharrows) could be used as a substitute if
proper conditions exist. These treatments and
other options such as bike boulevards, cycle
tracks, and shared-use paths/side paths are
identified in Maps 19-24. Map 25 serves as a
general reference map that summarizes
recommendations for all of the suggested bike
corridors.

5.2.1 Treatment Options for Bike Corridors
Table 5 summarizes guidelines that suggest
when it may be appropriate to apply various
treatments as set forth by these entities:

American Association of State and Highway
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for
the Development of Bicycle Facilities 4" Ed.,

the NYSDOT Highway Design Manual,
Chapter 17 Design of Bicycle Facilities,

Selecting Roadway Treatments to
Accommodate Bicycles, FHWA, 1994,
Publication No. FHWA-RD-920073

the Federal Manual of Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD), and

the National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban
Bikeway Design Guide.
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Bike Corridor to be Constructed/Currently
Under Construction 2013

Suggested Erie Canalway Trail*

*See “Erie Canalway Trail (ECT)-Syracuse Commuter

Route” study for more information.

Note:

The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure
Master Plan identifies potential corridors
throughout the city. Please refer to this plan for
additional corridor recommendations.
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(
A Possible shared-use path between Ulster

Rd. and Erie Blvd.

A Possible shared-use path connecting
neighborhood to Milton Ave (from
Blackstone Way).

Consider using contraflow bike lane
along Grolier Road as connection from
173to 175

Possible connection to future Bike
Corridor in the City of Syracuse-See
Syracuse Bike Infrastructure Master Plan

Bike lane begins at Oakridge Drive

Route 5 ramps may affect bike facility
design and placement.

Future opening of shared use path along
Onondaga Lake shoreline could provide
an alternative corridor option from State
Fair Blvd., especially during the NYS Fair.
Road owners may want to consider
signing it as a detour route during the
NYS Fair.

Suggest connecting future shoreline trail
to State Fair Blvd via existing pedestrian
bridge.
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O Challenging Intersection/Bridge (over- or
underpass)/Railroad Track Crossing*
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Town
Village
Water Features
*See “Erie Canalway Trail (ECT)-Syracuse Commuter
Route” study for more information.
**See Section 5.2.2 in this report for suggested treatment
options.
Note:
The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure Master Plan

identifies potential corridors throughout the city. Please

refer to this plan for additional corridor recommendations.
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*See Section 5.2.2 in this report for suggested treatment
options.
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refer to this plan for additional corridor recommendations.
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Map 22:

Suggested Corridor

Improvements:
East Detail
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Shared Lane Markings (Sharrows)
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Bike Boulevard

Cycle Track

Existing Trails, Shared-Use Paths, Bike
Lanes/Sharrows, and NYSDOT

Bike routes 5 & 11

Bike Corridor to be Constructed/Currently
Under Construction 2013

Use Existing Trails/Bikeway

ECT Route*

ECT Route, Option A*

ECT Route, Option B*

Railroad

Challenging Intersection/Bridge (over- or
underpass)/Railroad Track Crossing**

City of Syracuse
Town
Village

Water Features

Cyclists should dismount and walk their bikes
along sidewalk following Limestone Plaza and
Genessee Street

*See “Erie Canalway Trail (ECT)-Syracuse Commuter
Route” study for more information.

**See Section 5.2.2 in this report for suggested treatment

options.

Note:

The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure Master Plan
identifies potential corridors throughout the city. Please
refer to this plan for additional corridor recommendations.
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Map 23:
Driver’s Village Detail
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00000000
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underpass)/Railroad Track Crossing*

*See Section 5.2.2 in report for suggested treatment

options.
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Map 24:
Mattydale Detail
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126 North Salina St, Suite 100

Syracuse, NY 13202
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Suggested Bike Lane Accompanied
by “Bike Lane” Signs

Shared Lane Markings (Sharrows)
Accompanied by “Share the Road” Signs

Side Path (Two-Way)- Optional consideration
for connecting Mattydale (Rt. 11) and North
Syracuse (South Bay Road). However, there
does not appear to be enough existing
right-of-way to accommodate a Side Path.

Challenging Intersection/Bridge (over- or
underpass)/Railroad Track Crossing*

Use Existing Trails/Bikeway

*See Section 5.2.2 in report for suggested treatment

options.
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by “Bike Lane” Signs

Shared Lane Markings (Sharrows)
Accompanied by “Share the Road” Signs
Bike Boulevard

Cycle Track

Bike Corridor to be Constructed/Currently
Under Construction 2013

Use Existing Trails/Bikeway

The Syracuse Bicycle Plan Identifies Road
as a Bikeway

City of Syracuse
Town
Village

Water Features

Note:
® The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure Master Plan
identifies potential corridors throughout the city. Please

refer to this plan for additional corridor recommendations
within the city.

® See Section 5.2 for suggested treatment options.

o Please reference Table 5 for a description of bike facility

treatments and typical applications.

® Please reference Table 6 for possible mitigaion measures

for intersections, bridge & railroad crossings.
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Syracuse, NY 13202

(315) 422-5716

Fax: (315) 422-7753

WWwWWw.smtcmpo.org

SMTC




Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study

Table 5 — Bike Facility Treatment Options

Treatment
Option

Treatment Description and Typical Application

Bike Lanes

Bike
Boulevard

Cycle Track

Shared-Lane
Marking
(Sharrow)

Shared-Use
Paths

Side Path

Description: A portion of a roadway that has been designated for preferential or exclusive use for bicyclists
delineated by pavement markings and, if used, signs. It is intended for one-way travel, usually in the same
direction of travel as the adjacent traffic lane, unless designed as a contra-flow lane. Used along arterials
and collectors >25 MPH that provide direct access to major land uses. Speed differential is generally a more
important factor than traffic volumes.

Typical Application: Bike lanes are the appropriate and preferred bicycle facility for thoroughfares in both
urban and suburban areas. Paved shoulders that meet the criteria of a bike lane may be designated as a bike
lane by installing bike lane symbol markings. Under such conditions this is a short-term, cost effective
solution. If a paved shoulder is not wide enough, then an engineer could determine if the travel lanes could
be narrowed to allow sufficient shoulder space. Bike lanes may also be also be incorporated in the mid-to-
long term if the roadway is widened during resurfacing or reconstruction activities. Lane widths should be
determined by context and anticipated use, but are typically 5 feet wide. Lanes may be 5-7 feet wide
adjacent to parked cars. For roadways with no curb and gutter and no on-street parking, minimum bike lane
width is 4 feet. Additional width may be necessary if a roadway has excessive speeds >50 MPH, lots of truck
traffic, etc. The MUTCD provides guidelines and standards for colors and markings to use when delineating a
bike lane. “BIKE LANE” signs should be used in conjunction with bike lane lines and markings. Signs should
be used in areas where there is not excessive sign clutter or on-street parking. The sigh may be paired with
an AHEAD plaque or with an ENDS plaque. Note: the BIKE LANE ENDS plaque sign should not be used where
a bike lane changes to an unmarked shoulder or at temporary interruptions in a bike lane.

Description: A modified street segment that accommodates through bicycle traffic and minimizes through
motor traffic. This is a mid-term solution.

Typical Application: Appropriate on grid-based residential roadways with < 3000 vehicles per day (VPD) and
speeds <25 MPH. Typically used where differential between motorist and cyclists are less than 15 MPH.

Description: Cycle tracks fall into three categories - one-way, two-way, or raised. A cycle track is
distinguished from a bike lane in that it has a physical barrier (bollards, medians, raised curbs, etc.) that
restricts the encroachment of motorized vehicles.

Typical Application: Cycle tracks are appropriate in urban/developed areas with high traffic volumes, speed,
and on-street parking. Cycle tracks are expensive long-term solutions.

Description: A pavement marking symbol that indicates an appropriate bicycle positioning in a shared lane
where both bicycle and motor vehicles travel.

Typical Application: Appropriate for collectors or minor arterials that are < 35 MPH with variable traffic
volumes. Where motor vehicles are allowed to park along shared lanes, place stenciling in a location away
from the parked vehicles to reduce potential conflicts with opening doors. Corridor should be designed with
bike guide signs and shared-lane markings. Shared-lane markings may also be appropriate to use to fill a gap
between two sections of roadway that contain bike lanes. Under such conditions this is a short-term, cost
effective solution. A “SHARE THE ROAD” sign assembly is intended to alert motorists that cyclists may be
encountered and that they should be mindful and respectful of bicyclists. However, the sign is not a
substitute for appropriate geometric design measures that can improve the quality of service for cyclists.
This sign may be used at the end of a bike lane, or where a shared-use path ends and cyclists must share a
lane with other traffic. This sign should not be used to indicate a bike route.

Description: A 10-to-14-foot—wide paved path physically separated from motor vehicle traffic by open space
or a barrier. (An 8-foot minimum is permitted for short distances where constraints exist.) Shared-use paths
are used by pedestrians, skaters, wheelchair users, joggers, and other non-motorized users. Most shared-
use paths are designed for two-way travel.

Typical Application: The paths are often applied in areas to help close bikeway network gaps. Shared-use
paths are sometimes referred to as “trails.” However, a shared-use path is an improved facility, whereas a
trail is an unimproved recreational facility. A Shared-Use Path is a mid-to-long term solution.

Description: A shared-use path located immediately adjacent and parallel to a high-speed and high-volume
roadway with no or very few intersections or driveways.

Typical Application: Often applied in areas to help close bikeway network gaps. There should be at least 5
feet between the side path and the road; less distance is permitted if a physical barrier (e.g., vertical fencing)
is provided. A Side Path is a mid-to-long term solution.

Page 20
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The SMTC considered the following additional
options as supplemental treatments that could
be incorporated as needed into a bike network.
Some of these treatments, (e.g., rails-with-
trails, etc.) may also be very relevant for the
non-priority corridors.

“BICYCLES MAY USE FULL LANE” sign is used
in shared-lane conditions on roadways
without bike lanes or usable shoulders
where travel lanes are too narrow for
cyclists and motorists to operate side by
side within a lane.

RAILS TO TRAILS: A shared-use path, either
paved or unpaved, built within the right-of-
way of a former railroad.

RAILS WITH TRAILS: A shared-use path,
either paved or unpaved, built within the
right-of-way of an active railroad.

WIDE SHOULDER: Shoulders, where paved,
are often used by bicyclists along rural
highways with variable traffic volumes and
speeds up to 55 MPH. Shoulder width
should be dependent on characteristics of
the adjacent motor vehicle traffic.
Undesignated paved shoulders where
obtaining the preferred shoulder width is
not practicable should be at least 3 feet
wide. Designated paved shoulders for
signed rural bike routes should be at least 4
feet wide on uncurbed cross sections with
no obstructions immediately adjacent to or
within the roadway (e.g., vertical fences,
guiderails, mailboxes, constraints resulting
from catch basins, etc). When obstructions
exist, shoulder width of at least 5 feet is
recommended. Additional shoulder width
may be necessary if a roadway has
excessive speeds > 55 MPH, a large amount
of truck traffic, etc. Wherever road owners

Page 21

guestion a roadway’s ability to
accommodate bike facilities, transportation
planners and engineers may consider
applying strategies such as “road diets”.
Such strategies typically require a separate
corridor study and/or an engineering
assessment to determine appropriateness.

LIGHTING — Consider corridor lighting
needs, especially above or below bridges, or
where limited sight lines may exist.

5.2.2. Planning Level Treatment Options for
Intersections, Bridge Overpasses/
Underpasses, and At-Grade Railroad Crossings
The SMTC staff observed similar issues with
intersections, bridge under/overpasses, and at-
grade railroad crossings, such as: no shoulders,
curbing, right-of-way constraints, curbed center
islands, high traffic volumes, complex lane
configurations, and wide approaches. At-grade
railroad crossings often overlap roadways at
skewed angles. Bridge over and underpasses
often lack shoulders, may include curbed
sidewalks, offer limited widening opportunities,
have limited sight lines, and lack sufficient
lighting. Although similar issues exist, existing
conditions vary and pose unique design
challenges that make it difficult to identify
improvements without conducting a detailed
assessment. In some cases, the simple option is
to install signs notifying cyclists to dismount and
walk their bikes along sidewalks. Table 6
summarizes other applicable mitigation
measures to consider when designing potential
solutions. These locations are indicated on
Maps 19-24.
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Table 6. Possible Mitigation Measures for Intersections, Bridges, and Railroad Crossings
LEGEND:

. . Bridge .
$ = short-term, cost-effective solution, . 8 Railroad
. i Intersection | Overpass/ .
$$ = mid-term solution, Crossing
. Underpass
$$$ = long-term, costly solution
Modify Vehicle Travel Lanes - Narrow travel lanes, reduce the number of travel $$$ $$$

lanes, or widen under and overpasses to accommodate bike facilities.

Traffic Signals & Beacons — Install bicycle-sensitive loop detectors (i.e.,
inductive, microwave, video, and magnetometers) or push-buttons that do
not require bicyclists to dismount. Along underpasses where cyclists share
travel lanes with motor vehicles to provide a warning sign and beacon at the
tunnel entrance that can be activated by a bicyclist. The beacon should be $$ $$ $$
designed to flash for the length of time that it will take for a typical cyclist to
travel underneath. Alternatively, a regulatory sign BICYCLES MAY USE FULL
LANE may be provided without a beacon. Also ensure adequate lighting
during the day and evening. If possible, extend bike lanes, but if necessary,
consider using sharrows.

Signal Adjustment Needs - Adjust a traffic signal’s minimum green interval, all $
red interval, and extension time interval to accommodate cyclists.

Median Refuges - Where cyclists have to cross wide intersections, install wide

median refuge areas (i.e., crossing islands) with wide openings to allow them SS Ss
to pass through.
Roundabouts - At skewed or multi-leg intersections, consider alternative $$$

designs such as roundabouts.
Perpendicular Crossings - At skewed crossings, especially at grade railroad

crossings, design a bikeway to deviate away from the road and cross at a 60- S S
t0-90 degree angle.
Warning Signs & Markings - Install regulatory, warning, and bike guide sign $ $ $

needs as well as intersection crossing markings.

Through Bike Lanes and Bike Boxes - On streets with right-side bike lanes and
right-turn-only lanes at intersections, use “through bike lanes.” Also
consider the need to develop a “bike box,” which is a designated area at the S
head of a signalized intersection that provides a cyclist with a way to get
ahead of queuing traffic during the red signal phase.

Two-Stage Turn Queue Boxes - At multi-lane signalized intersections where a
cyclist needs to make a left turn, develop “two-stage turn queue boxes.” $
The same principles for two-stage turns apply to both bike lanes and cycle
tracks.

Combined Bike Lane/Turn Lane - At intersections where there is a right turn
lane but not enough space to maintain a standard-width bicycle lane at the
intersection, consider using a “combined bike lane/turn lane.” A dashed line $
can delineate the space for a cyclist and motorist within the shared lane or
indicate the intended path for through cyclists. This treatment includes signs
advising proper placement within the lane.

Dismount and Walk Bike — Where existing pedestrian facilities exist between network

gaps, a cost-effective short term solution may be to notify cyclists that they should $ $ $
dismount and walk their bike.

References: American Association of State and Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 4"
Ed.; the NYSDOT Highway Design Manual, Chapter 17 Design of Bicycle Facilities, Selecting Roadway Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles,
FHWA, 1994, Publication No. FHWA-RD-920073; the Federal Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), and the National Association
of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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5.3 Public Education

It is important to note that when riding in the
road, cyclists are considered vehicle operators
in New York State, so they must follow the
same road rules that regulate motor vehicles.
Cyclists are regulated by the same traffic signs,
signals, and lane markings as motorists and
must ride in the same direction of traffic.
Moreover, motor vehicle operators must share
the road with cyclists.

However, many bicyclists and motorists are
unaware of these basic rules. Thus, a well-
marketed public service announcement
campaign and engaging educational programs
for cyclists and motorists would benefit
everyone. The goal of both educational
outreach and a regional network of consistent
bike facilities is to increase the predictability of
vehicular and cyclist behavior on shared
roadways. Educational outreach should also
teach people about opportunities to bike and
ride with transit providers to encourage multi-
modal travel.

The Onondaga County Traffic Safety Advisory
Board (OCTSAB), Federal Highway
Administration-produced materials, local police
departments, and the New York State
Department of Transportation (Region 3)
Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator may all serve as
resources to help with public education goals.

5.4 Maintenance & Operations
Working group participants suggest that bike
facilities be accessible for year-round use. This
includes repairing cracks and joints, pot holes,
and maintaining unobstructed travel surfaces.
Maintaining unobstructed travel services
includes preventing the accumulation of debris
such as glass, stones, leaves, branches, snow,
and overgrown vegetation.
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Similar to maintaining roadways for vehicular
traffic, road owners should ensure the
execution of a good maintenance program that
establishes standards and a schedule for
inspections. Inspections should include testing
of traffic signals, beacons, and detectors. Signs
and drainage grates/catch basins should also be
inspected. (Drainage grates should be bike-
friendly.) Road owners could coordinate with
each other to share resources and establish a
shared phone/online complaint service that
allows cyclists to report maintenance problems.
Policies should be established to address
reported issues.

5.5 Wayfinding for Bicycles

Corridors

Once a bike commuter corridor is established,
road owners may consider the need to develop
a consistent bike wayfinding system that
provides clear user information and
navigational instructions. Part 9 of the Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
provides basic guidelines for designing
wayfinding signage systems for bike routes.

A bike route is a roadway designated by the
jurisdiction having authority, either with a
unique route designation or with Bike Route
signs, along which bicycle guide signs may
provide directional and distance information.
Bike routes can be developed as individual
routes or as a network. Signs that provide
directional, distance, and destination
information for bicyclists do not necessarily
establish a bicycle route.

5.6 Destination Facility
Enhancements

Ensuring that there are adequate bike storage
facilities and other cyclist accommodations such
as showers and locker rooms helps encourage



Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study

people to commute to work by bike. Some of
these accommodations are provided by the
public sector, while others may be obtained
through the private sector via collaborative
partnerships.

Public sector spaces such as within road right-
of-ways, municipal parking lots and garages,
and other municipal facilities may include
bicycle-related accommodations such as:

bike racks, bike lockers, etc.;
shower and locker room facilities;

design facilities with bicycle use in mind —
for example — incorporate wheel channels
on public stairways within public spaces to
allow people to walk their bikes between
different level; and

bus stops and shelters could also be
designed to accommodate cyclists by
incorporating bike racks (including
sheltered racks to protect against inclement
weather), space for patrons to stand and
wait with their bike, display bike corridor
maps at bus stops, etc.

The public and private-sector partnerships may
also yield additional bicycle amenities. The
public sector could encourage developers to
seek Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) certification, which encourages
the private sector to incorporate cycling-
support amenities such as those listed above as
a means of obtaining points towards
certification.

5.7 Conclusion

During the course of this study, the Syracuse
Metropolitan Transportation Council
considered output data from a Travel Demand
Model, Study Advisory Committee and Working
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Group input, findings from an assessment of
existing conditions, direct field observations,
professional judgment, and established federal
and state standards and guidelines to identify:
1) major priority bicycle commuter corridors
across a multi-jurisdictional roadway network
for the greater Syracuse region, and 2) potential
bike facility treatment options along the
primary corridors. This study encourages
cooperative discussions and agreements among
road owners as a cost-effective implementation
strategy to develop a successful bike commuter
corridor network. Projects that involve non-
priority corridors may also be considered for
inclusion as an extension of the bike network as
resources permit.
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Appendix A

Meeting Summaries

e SAC Meeting #1, November 10, 2011

e SAC Meeting #2, October 22, 2012

e Working Group Meetings Spring/Summer 2012
e SAC Meeting #3, April 13
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Bike Corridor Study
Study Advisory Committee #1 Meeting Summary
SMTC Lower Level Conference Room
Thursday, November 10, 2011
9:00 to 10:30

Attending:

Mike Alexander, SMTC

Danielle Kroll, SMTC

Meghan Vitale, SMTC

John Reichert, NYSDOT

Julie Bednar, NYSDOT

Andy Maxwell, City of Syracuse

Russ Houck, City of Syracuse Engineering
Chris Rauber, OCDOT

Tim Frasier, NYS Canal Corporation

Meeting Summary:

A. Introduction
The meeting began at 9:00 a.m. with a welcome by Mr. Alexander, project manager, and
participant introductions.

B. Purpose, Scope, and Schedule
Mr. Alexander reviewed the purpose and goal of the study:

Purpose Statement: The purpose of this project is to identify existing and potential bicycle
routes that link residential population centers (origins) with places of employment
(destinations).

Goal Statement: The goal of the study is to improve the bicycle network within the SMTC
Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) by identifying network gaps and developing general
recommendations for improvements along the identified routes.

The following SAC participants raised several questions:

o Mr. Reichert asked if the SMTC has received any feedback from FOCUS's brainstorming
and mapping sessions for the City’s Bike Master Plan. Mr. Alexander explained that this
study will complement and not duplicate the City’'s efforts and that Mr. Mercurio (project
manager for the City’s Bike Plan) is a member of our SAC and has been in touch with and
provided comments to the SMTC. He could not be at today’s meeting. Mr. Alexander
shared the notes and comments provided by Mr. Mercurio and indicated that the SMTC is
reviewing copies of the City’s documents as they become available.
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e Mr. Rauber asked how this study relates to the Suitability Map. Ms. Kroll said that the
Suitability Map just reflects existing suitability of roads for cycling and that this study is
meant to improve identified routes.

e Mr. Rauber asked if the study should include recommendations to officially classify the bike
routes as "Designated Bike Routes”, and indicated that the County has never done an
official designation before. Mr. Alexander and Ms. Krol indicated that it is too early to tell
what the recommendations will be at this point.

C. Potential Origins, Destinations, and Routes
Mr. Alexander reviewed the Origin, Destination, and Route Maps and methodology for their
development. Ms. Vitale noted that no field work has been completed. Mr. Alexander
explained that the SMTC used its Travel Demand Model (Model) to identify top origin and top
destination pairs within the Metropolitan Planning Area. SMTC staff then identified potential
routes for cyclists connecting the top origin and destination pairs.

D. Work Session

Mr. Alexander asked the SAC to 1) review and comment on the identified routes, origins, and
destinations, 2) indicate if additional routes should be included, and 3) indicate what routes
could be removed from further consideration. The SAC identified the following additional routes:

From the south/west

O o0OO0O0O0O0

Jamesville Road from Woodchuck Hill Road to Route 173
173 from Jamesville Road to East Brighton

Brighton from Route 173 to Route 175

Route 175 from OCC to and including South Ave

Route 173 from Route 175 to Milton Ave

West Onondaga Street from Route 173 to Warren

From the north

O 000000000 OO0OOO

Route 370 from John Glenn to Route 31

Route 631 from Route 370 to Route 31

Willet Parkway from Route 31 to West Entry Road
West Entry Road from Willet Parkway to 60 Road
60 Road from West Entry Road to Route 31

River Road from Route 370 to Route 31

Soule Road from Route 57 to Route 31

Morgan Road from Route 481 to Route 31

Wetzel Road

Henry Clay Blvd from Wetzel Road to 7" North Street
Vine Street from Route 57 to West Taft Road
Bear Road from West Taft Road to Buckley Road
Buckley Road from 7" North Street to Park Street
West Taft Road from Bear Road to |-81

From the east

@]

©Oo0O0O0

East Malloy Road from Route 11 to Route 298

Kinne Street from East Malloy Road to Manlius Street
Kirkville Road from Route 298 to Lobdells Corners
Franklin Park Drive

North Central Avenue
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Fremont Road from Kirkville Avenue to Route 290
Burnet Ave

Route 257 from Route 5 to Route 290

Route 5 from Route 257 to Duguid Road

Kinne to Thompson Road to Orvilton Drive

©Oo0O0O0O0

Discussion supporting the decisions include:

Mr. Reichert suggested we add Kirkville Road — it has wide shoulders and connects
schools and villages.

Ms. Bednar asked if there are any routes we could include in the southern portion of the
county. Mr. Alexander said that the residential densities in this area are very low and
that the model suggested the most important route connections are to the West, North
and East based on the top origin and destination pairs from the model. The southern
portion of the county is much less densely populated than the suburbs to the West,
North and East. However, Mr. Alexander indicated that Mr. Mercurio suggested we add
connections to Onondaga Community College as well as to a few other areas along
Route 173 in and around Jamesville (i.e., Southwood Area — neighborhoods are
developing there). These limited areas will be included on the map.

Mr. Frasier asked if all of the numbers indicated on the analysis maps were current. It
was noted that they are existing (2007) model values.

Mr. Houck suggested extending the Route 370 route to the Village of Baldwinsville. He
also asked to make sure we consider connections to the Budweiser plant in Radisson,
the Radisson Industrial Park, and the Radisson Residential Community. This could be
achieved by extending the potential Route 370 bike route to the Route 5 Bike Route that
currently exists along Route 31. Radisson has a well developed trail network and
industrial park. It was noted that all of these areas should be interconnected.

Mr. Reichert asked if we could investigate if there are socioeconomic factors we should
consider when identifying routes that may indicate which population segments/cohorts
may be more likely to use bicycle infrastructure.

Ms. Kroll indicated that an 8 to 15 mile round trip for commuters is reasonable based on
some preliminary, unofficial internet searches.

Mr. Rauber asked about connecting Carrier/GM Circle and Airport Area. Mr. Alexander
indicated that the Model suggested that the first two areas generate a lot of
employment; however, major employers have recently left these areas (e.g., Carrier,
New Venture Gear, etc.). The Airport also is identified as a major employment area.
Therefore, an additional route along Molloy Rd. could be considered.

Ms. Vitale asked the SAC if the goal of this study should be to just identify connections
from suburban origins to the city line at points connecting to the city’s identified bike
routes. Mr. Maxwell agreed, but asked that we coordinate with Mr. Mercurio. Mr.
Alexander indicated that Mr. Mercurio asked us to review routes within the city and
compare them with routes he is proposing in his plan. He wants to discuss the pros and
cons of different routes if any are identified. Therefore, our primary objective is to
identify the connection points while also reviewing potential direct routes to our desired
destinations within the city.

Ms. Kroll asked Mr. Maxwell if the City’s Bike Plan needs to be approved by the
Common Council. Mr. Maxwell said it is not required, but that the City may request
some sort of formal endorsement by the Common Council.

Ms. Bednar said that Route 57 near Wegmans is difficult to bike and walk due to high
traffic volumes and speed.

It was suggested that Morgan Road be considered over Route 57 for a northern route
connection.
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e Mr. Rauber said he will get us pedestrian crossing locations.
Priority Routes identified by the SAC include:

o0 From the West — Milton Ave with applicable cross streets

o From the North — Morgan Road, Route 370, Buckley, sections of Route 11/South
Bay Road, and applicable cross streets (with connections to 7" North Street and
Old Liverpool Road)

o From the East — Route 290, Kirkville Road, Route 5, and Route 92

0 From the South — there are no priority routes from the south

E. Next Steps
Mr. Alexander indicated that the next steps involve forming a Working Group (WG) consisting
of bike commuters and going through similar exercises with them to further reduce the number
of routes for consideration. A second SAC meeting will be scheduled after the WG meetings
have reduced and summarized the routes. Once the number of routes are reduced based on
WG and SAC input, SMTC staff will conduct any necessary fieldwork on the identified routes
and will work to develop recommendations for the routes.
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Bike Corridor Study
Study Advisory Committee #2 Meeting Summary
SMTC Lower Level Conference Room
Monday, October 22, 2012
2:00 to 3:30

Attending:

Mike Alexander, SMTC

Danielle Krol, SMTC

Russ Houck, City of Syracuse Engineering
Paul Mercurio, City of Syracuse DPW
Chris Rauber, OCDOT

Julie Bednar, NYSDOT

Merike Treier, Downtown Committee
Megan Costa, SOCPA

Meeting Summary:
A. Meeting Purpose

The identification of potential bicycle routes that transverse municipal boundaries and may
include multiple facility owners poses an opportunity for inter-agency cooperation. To achieve
successful results leading to the development of a seamless network of interconnected routes
requires member agencies and facility owners to agree on a consistent set of potential facility
treatments. As such, the purpose of the meeting is to build consensus on the routes and
potential treatment options among multiple facility owners.

B. Project Purpose
Mr. Alexander reviewed the purpose of the study:
Purpose Statement: The purpose of this project is to identify existing and potential bicycle
routes that link residential population centers (origins) with places of employment

(destinations) to encourage commuter cycling to work.

C. Project Update

Mr. Alexander reviewed the milestones achieved since the first Study Advisory Committee
(SAC) meeting.

e Conducted a Travel Demand Model (TDM) analysis to determine where most people
commute to and from work.



Bike Corridor Study
SAC meeting #2
October 22, 2012

o Incorporated SAC feedback that suggested the consideration of various routes, issues
and opportunities to be reviewed with Working Group members.

o Assembled and conducted five (5) Working Group meetings with members from the
Onondaga Cycling Club who have experience commuting between the origins and
destinations identified in the TDM.

o Prepared a summary Issue and Opportunity Map that refines potential bicycle routes
based on Working Group and SAC feedback.

e Conducted in-field visits to all the routes during the summer of 2012 to observe
feasibility and identify additional issues and opportunities.

e Prepared detailed Observation Maps that refined routes based on observations and
noted potential facility treatment considerations.

¢ Began the review of the recently released AASHTO Bicycle Facility Guidebook.

D. Work Session

Mr. Alexander highlighted key points illustrated on the Observation Maps and asked the SAC if
they have any concerns with the identified routes or potential treatment considerations.
Meeting participants offered the following comments:

¢ Mr. Alexander identified the routes preferred by the working groups and explained that
they were further refined based on field observation. Additional feedback from the
Working Group patrticipants included:

0 Maintain high average cycling speeds (10 mph or greater)

0 Cyclists tend to commute for 45 minutes and need 15 additional minutes to
secure their bike and get changed for work. At 10 mph, a cyclist can commute
7.5 miles in 45 minutes.

0 Safety is the most important factor for cyclists of all ages and experiences.

o0 A cyclist will tolerate up to 10 additional minutes of commute time if the detour is
safer than the direct route.

Ms. Costa asked why West Genesee Street was not identified as the preferred route. She
expressed an interest in retrofitting commercial routes throughout the county with bike
facilities. Mr. Alexander explained that the scope of this study focuses on connecting safe,
direct routes that maintain high average cycling speeds to encourage commuter cycling.
Working Group participants confirmed this objective and suggested that they would not
commute to work via commercial corridors that have high traffic volumes, multiple conflict
points caused by curb cuts and lack of access management, numerous intersections and
traffic lights, and high traffic speeds. To obtain the objective of this study, commuting
cyclists suggest using alternative routes. As such, routes such as West Genesee Street
and Route 57 were removed from consideration in favor of Milton Avenue and Morgan
Road, respectively. Mr. Mercurio suggested that this trend is consistent in places like
Portland, Oregon where cyclists often have dedicated facilities one block away from
commercial corridors. Mr. Alexander reminded the SAC that all roadways must
accommodate cyclists. Everyone recognized that commercial corridors should contain bike
lanes and accepted that commercial corridors do not permit high average travel speeds for
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cyclists. Thus, the identified routes will continue to be considered the preferred routes. The
report should mention that commercial corridors with cycling facilities are desired, but they
do not meet the intent of this particular study.

e Mr. Mercurio mentioned that the City is considering improvements to Erie Boulevard West,
which include improvements for cyclists. Moreover, as part of this, the City is considering
improvements to the Erie Blvd/W Genesee St. intersection. This intersection was identified
as an intersection in need of improvement to accommodate cyclists along the desired route.

e Mr. Alexander said that future improvements to intersections will be general considerations
that will identify potential treatments that will require detailed engineering analysis to
determine the preferred treatment. He noted that conducting detailed engineering analysis
for intersections and other route segments is beyond the scope of this study.

e Mr. Rauber said that the County is pleased with the selection of routes. He acknowledged
concerns regarding liability and maintenance. He acknowledged and supported the
identified considerations and suggested that the SMTC continue exploring these
opportunities. He also suggested that the SMTC consider the need for addressing liability
and maintenance concerns.

e Mr. Alexander pointed out network gaps throughout the system and said that in some cases
the SMTC has identified local or private roads as routes for consideration. The SAC
acknowledged that this may be the only viable option in some cases and suggested that the
final report recognize local and private roads as potential connections to close network
gaps.

e Mr. Alexander asked NYSDOT to help provide access to a few key areas (e.g., the right-of-
way under |-81 in Mattydale, etc.) Ms. Bednar said she will help arrange a site visit(s).

e Mr. Mercurio and other SAC members support the development of off road facilities in areas
such as I-81 in Mattydale through the right-of-way if a route can be identified.

e Mr. Mercurio suggested that the SMTC consider design alternatives for Route 92 in DeWitt
at the 1-481 interchange. He suggested that roundabouts with slip ramps could help
facilitate cycling. Mr. Alexander noted that this area was recently redesigned and that it
may be a while before new designs are considered for implementation. He suggested
noting this concept as a long-term option. Other SAC members suggested that cyclists
dismount their bikes and use the designated sidewalks.

e Mr. Alexander reviewed opportunities discovered along the Onondaga Lake Parkway. The
CSX railroad bridge is designed as a double track with only one side in active use. The
inactive right-of-way could potentially be used as a rail-with-trail and continue down the
lakeshore using the existing bridge abutment at Ley Creek. The SAC supported the
acknowledgement of this opportunity in the final report. Mr. Mercurio suggested that the
SMTC contact Maarten Jacobs to learn more about rails-with-trails.

¢ Mr. Houck said that the City was conducting a redesign of the Park Street Railroad Bridge.

e The SAC supported the idea of conducting a road diet for the Onondaga Lake Parkway that
would incorporate bike facilities.

e The SAC supported the idea of an off-road bike trail along the utility right-of-way connecting
Buckley Road to the existing trail segment at the Onondaga Lake Parkway.

E. Next Steps

The SMTC will conduct additional fieldwork at NYSDOT facilities. The SMTC will draft
treatment options maps and review them at the final SAC meeting.
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Bike Corridor Study
Summary of Working Group Meetings

Monday, March 12, 2012; 9:00 to 10:30 (Lobby Conference Room):
Mike Alexander, SMTC

Danielle Kroll, SMTC

Meghan Vitale, SMTC

Jeanie Gleisner, SMTC

Mike Godfrey, SMTC

Helene Schmid, Onondaga Cycling Club

Mike Lyon, Onondaga Cycling Club President

John Allen, Onondaga Cycling Club

James Trevvett, Onondaga Cycling Club

Tuesday, March 20, 2012; 6:00 to 7:30 (First Floor Conference Room):
Mike Alexander, SMTC

Danielle Krol, SMTC

Jeanie Gleisner, SMTC

Michael P. O'Connor, Onondaga Cycling Club

Monday, March 26, 2012; 6:00 to 7:30 (First Floor Conference Room):
Mike Alexander, SMTC

Danielle Krol, SMTC

Jeanie Gleisner, SMTC

Larry Weiskirch, Onondaga Cycling Club

Dan Wnorowski, Onondaga Cycling Club

John Cico, Onondaga Cycling Club

Tuesday, March 27, 2012; 3:00 to 3:45 (First Floor Conference Room):
Mike Alexander, SMTC
Sam Sampere, Onondaga Cycling Club

Friday, June 1, 2012; 2:00 to 3:00 (First Floor Conference Room):
Mike Alexander, SMTC
John Sexton, NYSDOT

Meeting Summary:

The SMTC conducted five Working Group meetings with cyclists from the Onondaga Cycling Club.
The participants have commuted to work on their bikes. Each meeting was conducted using the same
general work session format. The summary below includes the comments from all of the meetings.
Issues and opportunities identified by the Working Group participants were also summarized on a map
entitled “Compilation of Issues and Opportunities Identified by Working Group Participants”.
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WG Meeting Summaries

A. Introduction
Mr. Alexander welcomed everyone and thanked them for coming. He introduced himself and
asked everyone to introduce themselves. Mr. Alexander explained that the SMTC used its
Travel Demand Model to identify origins, destinations, and potential routes.

B. Working Group Meeting Purpose
Mr. Alexander stated that the purpose of the working group meetings is to identify issues and
opportunities with each route and prioritize routes.

C. Work Session
Meeting participants discussed issues and opportunities with the identified routes and helped
identify priority routes. The Issues and Opportunities Map documents substantive comments
that were discussed by the participants. Please reference the issues and opportunities map for
more information. Participants also offered the following additional comments:

Commuter Cyclist Participants

e One commuter rides from Memphis to downtown via Warners to Milton to Erie
Boulevard West

e One commuter rides to SU from Fayetteville along Genesee Street then into
Meadowbrook Road to Colvin.

e One commuter rides from Jamesville via Rock Cut Road to Brighton on/off ramps and
along Nottingham

¢ One commuter rides from DeWitt to East Syracuse

¢ One commuter rides from Westvale to downtown and will take bus part of the way

¢ One commuter rides from west side of the city to downtown

Route Considerations and Trouble Spots
e Erie Boulevard West contains less traffic and fewer lights. It should be considered a
preferred route over Genesee Street.
o Fayetteville to SU is difficult
e Bus routes can expand options for bikers willing to bike and ride, but bus routes in
Fayetteville are limited.
e The bike route on Euclid is very steep
e Commuter routes should avoid steep hills
e Fayetteville Town Center — adjacent roads are narrow, have narrow shoulders, and
several roads are deteriorated
¢ Width and condition of shoulders are an issue when selecting routes
¢ Towpath Road is confusing because it contains path on only one side of road, and the
bike path is not marked. Cyclists typically expect lanes on both sides of the road
e Wide shoulders can help off-set high-volume traffic
People from East Syracuse to Erie Boulevard have a very difficult time because there
are few pedestrian facilities
Erie Boulevard East and under the 1-81 viaduct is difficult to cross
Colvin is not bad when crossing 1-81
Hills, drumlins and blind spots should be considered
Court/Spencer/Butternut Street bridges okay to cross over [-81
Experienced cyclists are even uncomfortable by I-81, Buckley Road, and Onondaga
Lake Parkway
o Howlett Hill Road is often used by cyclists as it is level with wide shoulders and a 35mph
speed limit
¢ Communities need to maintain their shoulders to keep them free of glass and debris
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WG Meeting Summaries

Fayette Street from West Street to Geddes Street have wide travel lanes and could be a
good bike commuter route

There is an issue with a drainage grate with wide cross members going the direction of
travel at South Ave and Brighton

Fremont Bridge over rail yard is a difficult route

Taft Road from Northern Blvd to Route 11 is a difficult section

South Ave has lots of traffic, illegal parking and buses at elementary school get in cyclist
lanes, so cut through by taking the “canal path” (i.e., trail over Onondaga Creek) to
Brighton

Seneca Turnpike hill is an issue and Brighton/South Ave is difficult route

South Ave is a good direct route to OCC. An alternative route is to take McDonald
Road.

Velasko Road is too narrow with too much traffic and a hill

Milton to Tipp Hill to Fayette is a good route

Bicyclist Behavior and Preferences

Some bikers don’t mind riding in traffic

Bikers prefer to be removed from traffic, this will also increase number of bikers

High traffic volume roads intimidate cyclists

Commuter cyclists are willing to tolerate up to 10 minutes additional travel time to use a
less direct route if that route is safer.

Cyclists are typically willing to commute up to one hour each way to work (45 minutes to
ride, 13.5 miles at 18 mph; 15 minutes to change)

Average cyclists will commute 5 to 10 miles to work

Beginner cyclists will commute half of an average cyclist

Maximum 15 mile commute one way (average cycling time is 18mph) Jamesville Road
intersection is not designed for cyclists

The worst thing you can do is have a cyclist “put their foot down at an intersection.”
Cyclists will need to be educated about bike boxes and participants fear that motorists
will pull into a bike box anyways

Fixed gear bikes, winter (studded) tires, etc allow for seasonal riding

Marked bike lanes could help encourage new cyclists

A good cyclist can travel 15 miles max (10-12 of the miles must be flat).

10 miles is a very long commute

Average speed is 18 mph (for seasoned cyclists with no stops); 14 mph for average
cyclists with few stops; 10 mph with lots of stops

5 miles is a reasonable commute; most people willing to do 3 miles

Educational Needs for Drivers

Drivers are not always considerate and should be educated to “share the road”
Lack of awareness of cyclists and rules about sharing the road were a common theme
CNY should encourage people to cycle to work one day a week
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Bike Corridor Study
Study Advisory Committee #3 Meeting Summary
SMTC Lower Level Conference Room
Thursday, April 18, 2013

2:00 to 3:30
Attending:
Mike Alexander, SMTC Chris Rauber, OCDOT
Danielle Krol, SMTC Megan Costa, SOCPA
Kevan Busa, SMTC Tim Frasier, NYSTA
Russ Houck, City of Syracuse Engineering Ike Achufusi, NYSDOT
Paul Mercurio, City of Syracuse DPW Julie Bednar, NYSDOT

John Reichert, NYSDOT

Meeting Summary:

Welcome

Mr. Alexander welcomed the Study Advisory Committee (SAC) members, thanked everyone for
coming, and introduced the SMTC'’s intern, Kevan Busa. He then asked if anyone had any
comments or changes to the previous SAC meeting minutes. None were provided.

Review Process

Mr. Alexander gave a brief overview of the study purpose, the planning process, and the
objectives of today’s meeting.

Study Purpose: The purpose of this study is to identify opportunities to develop a seamless
multi-jurisdictional bicycle commuter corridor network that links dense suburban residential
areas with urban employment centers.

Planning Process: The planning process involved the following:

- utilized a Travel Demand Model to identify origins and destinations,

- the SMTC identified initial corridors and reviewed them with the SAC,

- the SAC added additional corridors for consideration,

- the SMTC conducted Working Group meetings to add and remove corridors,

- SMTC staff visited the corridors and added/removed routes based on field observations,

- the SMTC conducted a “desktop” existing conditions assessment

- the SMTC identified “suggested corridors” and “suggested facility treatments” based on
standards and guidelines established by: AASHTO, NACTO, MUTCD, HDM, and FHWA.
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Today’s Objectives: The objective of this meeting is to: 1) review the suggested corridors and
the suggested facility treatments with the Study Advisory Committee, and 2) to obtain a final set
of comments to incorporate into the draft report prior to presenting it to the SMTC Planning and
Policy Committees.

Work Session

Mr. Alexander reviewed all of the Suggested Corridor Maps and identified unique challenges
and opportunities along each corridor. He encouraged discussion as he reviewed each map
and received the following comments/questions:

- Q: Why was a slope of 5% chosen? R: AASHTO suggests travel distance and slope
thresholds. This study considers corridors across a wide region, so a detailed breakdown of
slopes/distances is not feasible at this scale. Available literature suggests 5% as a reasonable
rule-of-thumb threshold. The SMTC found that using a 5% slope threshold worked very well for
mapping purposes, identifying slopes when conducting corridor visits, and for conducting a
region-wide, planning-level assessment.

Map 19 — According to Mr. Mercurio, the City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure Master Plan is no
longer emphasizing West Fayette Street as a bike corridor. Instead, the Master Plan
emphasizes Erie Boulevard West as preferred alternative. Mr. Mercurio suggested removing
West Fayette Street as a suggested corridor from Map 19 and use Erie Boulevard West as the
suggested corridor. He said if West Fayette Street remains as a corridor to include a caveat
that the City of Syracuse prefers Erie Boulevard West. Mr. Alexander indicated that the SMTC
identified West Fayette Street to be consistent with the City’s Master Plan. He said that the
SMTC will remove West Fayette Street as a suggested corridor from Map 19.

Mr. Mercurio asked why Avery Ave was selected instead of Willis Ave. Mr. Alexander said that
the SMTC received feedback from the Working Group about these routes and visited the site.
Avery Ave appeared to be the more intuitive route from a connection standpoint and it provides
more space in the travel lanes for cyclists. The narrow travel lanes and on-street parking along
portions of Willis Avenue may increase bicycle/vehicle conflicts. Mr. Alexander said that the
SMTC will discuss these issues and opportunities more with the City to determine the best
possible corridor. The City also expressed interest to discuss Belleview to West Onondaga;
Lodi Street from North Salina to University Hill; and South Avenue as possible bike corridors
that may or may not need to be identified as suggested corridors in the SMTC study.

Mr. Mercurio had to leave the meeting early and left some written comments. Mr. Alexander will
contact Mr. Mercurio to address any additional comments and questions.

It was noted that Ulster is a street (Ulster Street) and is not a “road”.

Ms. Costa asked if there is consistency between the west-east corridors in the Bike Corridor
Study and the Erie Canal Trail study. Ms. Kroll said yes. Both suggest using the same
corridors such as Milton Ave. Mr. Alexander clarified the differences between the target groups
in both studies (i.e., experienced cyclists verses families with children that are walking and
biking.) Therefore, there will be differences to some level in route selection due to these target
groups and due to the different purposes of each project.

Ms. Costa asked if the Working Group participants expressed any desire to use Erie Boulevard
East as a corridor into the city. Mr. Alexander replied that the participants had no desire to use
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Erie Boulevard East as it is currently designed and that they prefer other routes. They
acknowledged it as a direct connection into the city that would require significant resources to
improve and thus was beyond the scope of this study. Mr. Alexander said that the Erie Canal
Trail project will consider using this corridor in greater detail than this study.

Mr. Mercurio and Mr. Houck said that the City plans to make improvements to the Park Street
Bridge. Design has not yet commenced, and Mr. Houck is not the lead engineer on this project.
Mr. Alexander noted that this is the only connection point linking the northern suburbs to the
City. He suggested that the City DPW (Mr. Mercurio) and City Engineering (Mr. Houck)
coordinate to ensure that project designers consider incorporating bicycle accommodations.

Q: Why were the bike corridors identified along the southern half of the City eliminated from
consideration? R: The purpose of the Bike Corridor Study is to connect suburbs to the City.
The Travel Demand Model indicated that the greatest number of suburban residents live to the
west, northwest, north and east of the city. Corridors to points further south were considered,
but were removed from further consideration for three primary reasons: 1) lack of a dense
suburban population, 2) lack of a centralized urban core area, and 3) areas of extreme
topography (i.e., slope). Additionally, the City of Syracuse Master Plan identifies opportunities
for bike corridors in this area. Therefore, the SMTC did not suggest corridors to the south to
prevent redundancy and to maintain consistency with the purpose and intent of the Bike
Corridor Study.

A suggestion was made to place a note on relevant Suggested Route Maps that the City of
Syracuse Bike Infrastructure Master Plan has identified bike corridors within the southern half of
the city. Mr. Alexander agreed with that suggestion and said that the SMTC will update the
maps accordingly.

Comment: Please double check map scale bars.

Comment: As bike facilities get developed, there will be a need for “universal
signage/wayfinding.”

The NYSDOT asked if the SMTC could include a brief summary table that presents a hierarchy
of routes that identifies applicable maps (e.g., see Map 19) to review and where to locate
applicable recommendations in the report (e.g., see page 6). This will make the report
recommendations easier to cross reference for the public, planners, engineers, landscape
architects, etc. Ms. Kroll asked the NYSDOT if this is a required element for the SMTC to do
before bringing the draft study to the Planning and Policy Committees. The NYSDOT did not
think it was necessary and said it could be done after the study makes it through the
committees. Ms. Kroll said that the SMTC will consider the feasibility of preparing this table
beforehand, but that it may be developed following committee presentation.

Comment: Ms. Costa encouraged the SMTC and others to reach out to towns and villages to
educate them about this study and seek their support for its implementation.

Comment: Change the orientation of Map 24 so that north is up.
Next steps

SAC provides comments by Thursday, May 2, 2013. SMTC presents to the Planning
Committee on June 3 and the Policy Committee on June 12.



Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study

Appendix B

Analysis Maps

Map 2 — Travel Demand Model Assessment

Map 3 — Issues, Opportunities and Corridors Identified by the Study Advisory Committee
Map 4 — Issues, Opportunities and Corridors Identified by the Working Group
Map 5 — Field Observations, Notes, and New Corridors — West Detail

Map 6 — Field Observations, Notes, and New Corridors — Northwest Detail
Map 7 — Field Observations, Notes, and New Corridors — North Detail

Map 8 — Field Observations, Notes, and New Corridors — East Detail

Map 9 — Field Observations, Notes, and New Corridors — Central Detail

Map 10 — Environmental Justice Assessment

Map 11 — Business Locations

Map 12 — Transit Service

Map 13 — Bike Suitability Ratings with Accident Locations

Map 14 — Speed Limit and Annual Average Daily Traffic (2010)

Map 15 — Pavement Condition Ratings and Bridges

Map 16 — Slope

Map 17 — Road Ownership for all Considered Corridors
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Map 3:
Issues, Opportunities, and
Corridors Identified by the
Study Advisory Committee
(SAC)
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Staff Based on Travel Demand Model
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arrow shoulders.
73 A\

=

s

R Crossing

Onondaga Rd —

- Narrow shoulders- O
- Steep grade”

W. Onondaga St
+ Used by cyclists.

r’-

Erie Blvd Wes
+ Preferred cofridor.

- Drainage grate issués.

Lawton Rd

Narrow shoulders
by pond.

+Used by cyclists. |
interchange ramps. i

D)

8]

635
Tth North St
- RR crossing. 310
jEesp Crade, Manlius Center Rd (NY-290
- Less preferred corridor.
N. State St Salt Springs Rd D El
+Preferred roue, - Potholes.
+ Calm traffic. - Uneven shoulder.
YRACUSE @'

W. Fayette St

+Wide shoulders.
- Rough road surface (RR Bndge)@

Euclid Ave
- Steep grade.

> Butternut Creek
+ Future Town of DeWitt Trail?

g

Kirkville Rd
+ Link to existing
paths by ESM H$)|

J -5

Towpath Rd

- Bike lane on"1 side.
- Center road in R.O.W.

~— Jamesville Rd L Woodchuck Hill Rd
- No shoulders.
- Limited sightlines.

~S. USta(tjebSt 1-481 & NY-5/92 Interchang®
. +Used by + Adequate shoulders.
bl [T 173 o okl cyclists. - Bikeqs must cross traffic at
+ Use similar treatment - Narrow shoulders interchangd ramps
to Euclid Ave. under RR bridge """""""" ) —
McDonald Rd Meadowbrook Dr 81/
+Used by cyolla —% Jafﬁeswlle Ave T;ﬂ;ﬁglzg Ofelse:
- Steep grade W Colvin St + Used by cyclists. " Nbi lh Rd
g 7 VelaskoRdlI™S] 4 Confrafiow | '~ . Brighton Ave SuINg I 5g
Howlett Hill Rd - Used by cycllsts bike lane. “Drainage grate issue. - Steep grade.
+ Used by cyclists. - Narrow shoulders. - Dangerous traffic
To O”O”qaga - Steep grade. @ O '
Community College - _J
Campus 1-481 _J - Potholes.
- Barri d. 5
Barrier roa Rock Cut Rd No shoulders. .
7 W. Seneca Turnpike (NY-173 | 51/ SRR by cyclists. z Nar{ow atRR crossing.
- High traffid volumes. - No “Share the Road” signs.
- Narrow shoulders. O
- Steep grade.

- Lafayette Rd

1-481 to Rock Cut Rd
+ Used by cyclists.

+ Possible connection under
1-481 bridge to SU South Campus.
North Rd
+ Used by cyclists.

LE. Seneca Turnpike (NY-173
+ Used by cyclists.

Behind Wegmans
+ Path & bridge
maintained by Town|

— Fremont Rd
+ Used by cyclists.

o

Minoa

i
L
o
A\
<N
(R
n/
A
N
/

Cedar Bay Rd

- Limited sightlines.
- High speeds.
- No shoulders.

Connect for winter use.

~E. Genesee St
+ Preferred over NY-92
+ Most direct corridor.

- Improve intersections for cyclists.

- Narrow shoulders.

( _

Feeder Canal Trails

+ Could be reclaimed for cyclists.
- Maintenance required.

S. Manlius Rd (NY-257
Update bike corridor signs to say:
“Share the Road.”

Manlius

- Underutilized, Rt 5 preferred.

+ Less direct but preferred over NY-5.

!
!
!
!
!
~—Highbridge Rd/Cazenovia Rd (NY-92 !l
!
!
!
|
|
]

=)

doe

(o)

S
()

Map 4:
Issues, Opportunities, and
Corridors Identified by
Working Group Participants

o

_—

172 1 2

1 1 1 1

4 Miles
]

1 1

SMTC

11/4 212 SKilometerSQ
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]

Corridors Considered

Existing Trails, Shared-Use Paths, Bike
Lanes/Sharrows, and NYSDOT
Bike routes 5 & 11

Current unsigned on-road sections

of the Erie Canal Trail route.

Existing Pedestrian/Bike Bridge

Improve Crossing for Cyclists

City of Syracuse

Town

Village
+ Opportunity
- Issue
. Consideration

100 Clinton Square

126 North Salina St, Suite 100
== Syracuse, NY 13202
(315) 422-5716

Fax: (315) 422-7753
WWWw.smtcmpo.org



West Detail

Map 5:
% Field Observations, Notes, and
A . .
TURNER RD 5 Van Buren ROAD New Corridors: West Detail
< VAN
/p/(» : \r’\,\u:x = —=AD
7. X ROAD BAILEY 0 0.5 1 2 Miles
7, L " " " 1 " " " ]
e ;
P SERING ROAD ? . 0..5 . '1 L '2 Kilometers 6
...\ "— Beach Rd Pedestrian Bridge MALDEN == Possible Bike Corridor
< 1 - Currently must cross at grade RR A 1
. O . : ."
S(e1-0) & o, | R , , IN AT B Existing Trails, Shared-Use Paths, Bike
N2 ¢ Pleasant Beach Rd Pedestrian Bridge % > ¢
v =60 + Connection to neighborhoods. MOLLOY Lanes/Sharrows, and NYSDOT
- Ramp needs improvements. Viativdal Bike routes 5 & 11
a ale
Pleasant Beach Rd u y C . d d .
ARMSTRONG + Neighborhood road. > urrent unslgne on-road sections
ROAD & + Route provides opportunity for of the Erie Canal Trail route.
4‘% cyclists to use west side of lake.
« Consider share the road State Fair Blvd & 1-690/NY-695 oooooo Possible Shared-Use Path/Corridor
Warners signs and sharrows. 5 + Wide shoulders.
CSXT [ATK] Amboy Station ROP = On/off ramps. —+—+—+  Railroad
ROAD — R . - Atgrade RR crossing.
= RS ~aON® State Fair Blvd > . .
M{\\;\S\ + Wide shoulders. AR —+—+—+  Abandonded Rail Corridor Could be

Bridge St (NY-297)

+ Wide shoulders.

+ 30 mph.

} - RR crossings at ends.

+ 35 mph.

used for Rails to Trails
+ Consider bike lanes.

3
SNewport Existing Pedestrian/Bike Bridge

ROAD

C A

+ Consider bike lanes on
shoulders.

State Fair Blvd & Bridge St

Improve for Cyclists

City of Syracuse

Y - On/off ramps for 1-690. Town
‘9/\% - RR crossing.
S S '
Warners Rd (NY-173) SRL Consider bike ancs. Village
+ Erie Canal bike route could > 97 N %mnes
q > » 2= I Ve b i
. Milton Ave (NY-207) ———————— .°°':"”ge fa"fl).”gt‘j’vla";fgs i RR Crossings ~=(§ ',7— « Consider bike lanes, * Opportunity
+ Connection to neighborhoods. Instead of Hinstiale R DA ) Issue
D + Observed cyclists.
* + 46" Shoulders. . .
. . s Blackstone Wy . Consideration
Erie Canal Trail " + Less traffic than W. Genesee St. . +Possible conrleeianio So Ivay onsideratio

UNT  RD + Consider bike lanes.

Devoe Rd P

+ Connection to Erie Canal Trail. e

- Narrow shoulders.

+ Consider share the road signs
and sharrows.

Newport Rd

+ Connection to Erie Canal Trail, »

+ Wide shoulders. Z

+35 mph. 3 4

+ Consider bike lanes
and rails to trails.

2
(S
2

oo | T13MON

S / ~ =T _J

W. Genesee St (Old NY-5)
- 2-4’ Shoulders.
,

SCENIC DRIVE

« Consider bike lanes, share the
a road signs, and/or sharrows.

Camillus

M——=RR Crossings.

+ 30 mph.

.+ Connection to neighborhoods
- Narrow shoulders.

&3+ Consider share the road signs

and sharrows.

CAVENUFE
B/

Milton Ave via new path,
- Dead end.

Milton Ave & Hinsdale Rd

- Narrow shoulders: 2'-3".

- High traffic volumes on Hinsdale.
- 40 mph. Fairmount

CCha el Dr, Mackay Rd, & W. Genesee St

Chapel Dr, Mackay Rd, & W. Genesee St
- Improve intersection for cyclists.

Granger Rd & Grove Rd

road

ROUTE
Knowell Rd

Cogswell Ave
+ Consider share the
- Steep by Milton Ave:

Westvale
GRANGER RD

SAY 113MSOO0IEN

GROVE

Milton Ave (Village of Solvay)
- Road narrow in areas.
- Areas with on street parking.
+ Consider sharrows and share the
road signs. X
Bacon St/Century Dr N .
+ Consider share the road signs
and sharrows. Tompkins Rd —
i --Onstreet parking
SENESEE - High traffic
volumes oV
+ Consider Ulster St

and Avery Ave.
SALISBURY RD Y

+ Low traffic volumes.

+ Residential setting.

+ Very wide unstriped roads.

+ Local roads with good
connections to neighborhoods.

Parsons Rd

+ Connection to
neighborhoods.

« Consider share
the road signs

J

Salisbury Rd
+ Low traffic volumes
- Narrow travel lanes

- No lightin
- Limit%d sight lines

new lighting, flashing beacon warnings

“—— Erie Blvd & Hiawatha Blvd

+ Consider share the road signs, sharrows,

o
Erie Bivd & W, Genesee St
- Raised median island.
- High traffic volumes.
- Limited sight lines with
RR bridge.

- No shoulders.
- Road may need widening.

N. Geddes St
+ Connection to existing
biketanes.

Note:

The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure
Master Plan identifies potential corridors
throughout the city. Please refer to this plan for
additional corridor recommendations.

- High Traffic Volumes:
. |(AJ/on.;;ider Erie Blvd,

LYSANDER ONEIDA  LAKE

Northwest

Baldwinsville Madison|

CICERO County

North
VAN BUREN

e)  Consider share the road signs, @nd sharrows. and/or side path. * Consider restriping to allow
. ’ for bikes. .
Milton Ave (Village of Camillus) b"‘i fanes, ‘; ds”a”ows- ey Rg, TAUNTON = — o] |
O -Road narrow in areas. ~— Kasson lerry hd Erie Blvd West ——~ CAMILLUS
P\ —_— ) Qr linoa
Abandoned o - Areas with on-street parkin Kasson Rd +Wide shoulders east of Harris Rd. +6-8 Shoulder. + Wide road. 1 East 8
n parking. + Wide shoulders. . +_Consider bike | d S
Vehicle « Consider share the road signs ) ' - Steep slope & deep ditch west of OUSIJBLIIRG iafies ant + Less traffic than W. Genesee St. e
Y + Connection to Howlett Hill Rd 5 . hare the road si ; |
Tunnel Y-A74 and sharrows. > (Howlett Hil used by cyclists). | s Rd- Split Rock SHRFp G AR 01 +-Birect c@iection G gkntown. fum St e
Il + Connection to Marcellus ~ \© - 4-8% slopes i i Fay Rd _ +Direct connection to town of Geddes. | wesT @7 Feystule
used by e, \ . g \\@ o SIOPES. SPLIT ROCK RD - Sewer grates are deeply recessed in shoulder. ™ - 4 travel lanes.
lists: + Abandoned rail line R.O.W. south of Finger Lakes RR corridor. Howl ~6-10% slopes g C | South Ave
CYCs + Possible use of abandoned vehicle tunnel for bike way. owlett 78 0pes. f [ @ - entgr afm ane. ) + City Bike Infrastructure ONONDAGA w1
~, . - Shoulders narrow at intersections 3 Y
) 9 Q Hill ! J . © * Consider road diet and bike lanes. 0 Marcellus Bast
+ Portions of NY-174 havle been recently paved. Travel lanes & ) Kel |y5 NY-173 - Skewed intersections (5-way). Master Plan identifies ¢ T
N ijZﬁf;\;,t:hgiﬁe?s en videned. — Corners + Wide shoulders - Lots of pavement to cross at intersections. RD South Ave. and Cortland -

HOWLETT HILL Wlett Hill Rd
+ Mostly level commute. - Shoulders & travel lanes narrow
+ Used by cyclists. east of Kelly's Corners.
+ Very wide shoulders west « Consider bike lanes and share
of Kelly's Corners. the road signs from NY-173 to
+ Good sight lines. village of Marcellus with possible
+ No traffic/stop lights extension to village of Skaneateles
+ 35 mph on Howlett Hill Rd. via Lee-Mulroy Rd and Cherry
Valley Tpke.

This map is for presentation purposes only. The SMTC does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of this map.

- Traffic Ave. as a potential bike

corridor.
+ Consider bike lanes on 175
to city from Onondaga Hill.
+ Consider connecting 173 to

175.

imited sight li SDONALD
- Limited sight lines MCD!

- Tight corngge”

- A

SI¥YVYH

Hoy, 7y 100 Clinton Square
Ly 126 North Salina St, Suite 100
Syracuse, NY 13202
(315) 422-5716
Fax: (315) 422-7753

WWwWw.smtcmpo.org

ROAD

Consider bike lanes and rails to trails. Loomis

Hill

SMTC

ROAD

(60]



Northwest Detail

3 > Euclid Q
_ Q z S Map 6:
Radisson & g S . : P
& g Iy Field Obsevations, Notes, and
0
> x . . .
ENTRY  ROAD S = New Corridors: Northwest Detail
”2
S ~ 0 0.5 1 2 Miles
> 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 J
So Oswego Rd (CR-57 + SchoglZone. : ‘ 0 0.5 1 2 Kilometers
70cs + Wide shoulders. + Wide shoulders. PR S T S S S|
6 - Several travel lanes. - High traffic volumes.
- High traffic volumes. - High traffic speeds. s Possible Bike Corridor
- Numerous curb cuts. ) « Consider bike lanes and s
- Multiple traffic Iights. share the road signs. ............... Existing Trails, Shared-Use Path,
Salina St (NY-370 Village of Baldwinsville) : 1‘0 mp; s y —MLM Bike Lanes/Sharrows, and Bike Routes
+ Very wide travel lanes. + LonsicervigeeEnes an + Wide shoulders. )
+ Sinréle lane in each direction. share the road signs. - 45 mph. é ocooooo Possible Shared-Use Path/Corridor
+ Used by cyclists. ) + Consider bike lanes and iw
+30 mph. CR-57 & Soule Rd ‘ share the road signs. » —+—+—+  Railroad
- On-street parking. - 8 Travel lanes. Wetzel Rd
« Consider sharrows and - High traffic volumes. Sielze ke \)& Existing Pedestrian/Bike Bridge
share the road signs. - No shoulder. FEELIEILLE %
: i o - 2-3' Shoulders. N I C ing for Cyclist
PATCHETT (Ijrg:i;sr?:(tjlc;grn;tkes - High traffc volumes. » O mprove Crossing for Cyclists
) 2 « Consider sharrows and City of Syracuse
Z share the road signs. X /
A

Cold Springs Rd (NY-370 WETZEL Town
+ Wide shoulders. ¢

+ Level route. - Narrow shoulders at intersections.

Village
+ Used by cyclists.
- 40-55 mph. Woodard + Opportunity
+ Consider bike lanes and NBUCKLEY
o 2 share the road signs. NY-370 (Seneca River Bridge) : . Issue
f, + 6’ Shoulders per NYSDOT for new bridge. - Narrow shoulders
> + Existing connection to Onondaga Lake = over bridge. o Consideration
State Fair Blvd (NY-48) — paths near bridge. %
+ i > STREET
e | onaBanh st Y70 : | Note:
o X + Wide shoulders. \ 2= . .
- 2-3'shoulders. ‘ . : o North The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure
+ Consider share the road signs. NAT L S \ . . . .
; + Consider bike-anes s Sy racuse Master Plan identifies potential corridors
< % and sharole road signs.” < S throughout the city. Please refer to this plan for
| S o \) o . . .
® CONNORS ¥ 11 . > additional corridor recommendations.
o - Sy B NY-370 (Thruway Bridge)
2 23 - Only sidewalk on bridge,
m Van Buren 3 N
i 0 shoulders. -
S R ... : + Consider sharrows. — —
é\/“/ : Baldwinsville cLAY
- CICERO "éi‘l'ify"
- Narrow shoulders over bridge.
[ ]
VAN BUREN Sy) ::se
’ i H - No shoulders over bridge. \( 47
: | ROAD e
TRRUW [ 904 v / Tulin St BAILEY A e [ | : ——1 |
Farrell Rd \\ ) ¥ \ ) ) + 39 mph. - S { DEWITT o
+ Low traffic volumes. 3y = - 2-3' Shoulders.

East
Syracuse
4 MANLIUS

- Poor road conditions. N G CR-57 (Village of Liverpool) - ) - High traffic volumes. / cAmILLUS
- Used by trucks. + Wide shoulders. < .. > + Consider sﬁarrows and share
+ Consider road improvements, % \: + 39 mph. el A the road signs. .

share the road signs, and sharrows. % - High traffic volumes. . S : West
« Consider bike lanes and A

Y ONONDAGA I—
Long Branch Rd (West of NY-370 —Q N). - share the road signs. i X o Marcellus East
+ Low traffic volumes. & 3

+ 35 mph. Q N .

- 2-3' Shoulders. + Opportunity to connect

+ Consider sharrows and a2 Onondaga Lake Pkwy
share the road signs. LAWRENCE 4 (///@and East Shore Trail.

Camillus

Fayetteville

Manlius

ROAD

“-Second St (Village of Liverpool
+ Village comprehensive plan supports
bike lanes on Second St through villageo
+ Wide shoulders. N
(e} + 30 mph. ~3
NEY /0! A + Consider bike lanes and share the road signs. ©
pRY D

Belle Isle Station

S
\\ @/7]//@
Ny

Cs
)(T[A 7‘/(]

1H0dM3

100 Clinton Square

126 North Salina St, Suite 100
E —= Syracuse, NY 13202
s (315) 422-5716

e o Fax: (315) 422-7753
SMTC WWW.smtcmpo.org

5

This map is for presentation purposes only. The SMTC does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of this map.
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East Detail

§ Mattydale

Q
S Map 8:
z
TH m 1 1
N ey Field Observations, Notes, and
@_ YORK . .
b . New Corridors: East Detail
TARBELL ROAD I 9 |_ bd “
y z obdells
2 Corners
z KIRKVILLE 0 0.5 1 2 Miles
Qé ; : L : 1 . . . J
<& o z .
) = 0 0.5 1 2 Kilometers
8 Central Ave > P T T T S SR S
5/\/50 y + Connection between =
& local roads and Minoa Rd = : : :
) : o Possible Bike Corridor
+ 35 mph. 2
RO - 23 Shoulders = Existi i i
B e I e ting Trails, Shared-Use Paths, Bik
Eremont Rd (CSX Bridae] — - Adjacent torallyerd. E xisting Trails, Shared-Use Paths, Bike
% - Narrow travel lanes. [¢) Lanes/Sharrows, and NYSDOT
= - No shoulders. —— Bike routes 5 & 11
3 D E\W | T . Drainage grate issues. /‘—_:— =5
- g ; ;
m % AVENUE - Truck traffic. 4:;3?_‘4 ———— Minc Current unsigned on-road sections
P_f = + Wide shoulders. of the Erie Canal Trail route.
2 o == + Connection to school.
o) F—
c S 5 - Fremont Rd (Richmond Rd to NY-290 +30-45 mph. . .
3 East == Wi ehoNE - On-street parking. oooooo Possible Shared-Use Path/Corridor
SY R AC U S E + Residential setting. E + Consider bike lanes and share Railroad
= X —+——t+
5 P [ + Consider bike lanes and § the road signs.
N ote: See Lege n d ES . share the road signs. Aem 00 —+—+—+  Abandonded Rail Corridor could be used
) Ol | e e e &
| § 290] A e T as Rails to Trails
NEY - — z T TR T TN | o AP :
] 8™ 4690 7 = LORRD NN e + Residential setting O Needs Detailed Study
i T Manlius - 2-3' Shoulders.
ai a Center + Consider sharrows and City of Syracuse
of m Bowman Rd N. Burdick St share the road signs.
= m - Narrow shoulders: 0-2'. + Residential setting. Town
EAYETTE STREEL . - Narrow travel lanes. & +4'-5' Shoulders. )
EAST (] 790 - Shoulders narrow near Romano Motors. Village
w 2% - 45mph.
f \- E Fayette St 4{\ + Consider bike lanes and share the road signs. + Opportunity
é * Wide shoulders - S T e o & N. Burdick St & Cedar Bay Rd :
& + Consider bike lanes and \ £ X Limestone Creek Trail + Connection to Erie Canal Trail. - ssue
= hare the road signs. Dewitt A n . i - Narrow shoulders ¢
= § . » + Connection to Erie Canal Trail. y o Consideration
> FucLID. AVE ) Grenfell Rd & Erie Blvd East Lyndon Rd * Improve intersection for cyclists.
N i i r Lynd
gzzzllgﬁ:gﬁfg (o = + Residential setting. NY-257
: S + Connection to Erie Canal Trail. P + Marked with “Shared Roadway” signs. Note:
Kinne Rd/Cedar Bay Rd : z - Narrow shoulders. Fol B +30-45 mph. . .
- ["ar'rtovg Ignﬁtslgnd shoulders on 1-481 bridge. . « Consider sharrows and share Fe - Narrow shoulders: 0'-2' The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure
5 - Limited sight lines. o the road signs. - Limited sight lines. i i i i
9 R S R S = g 4 1\ [ Clg;;ts?gesrlgh; rl:ge;s Master Plan 1den:c1ﬁes potential corrl('iors
% TECU1 s Q) D Fayettev”le ] ‘ throughout the city. Please refer to this plan for
9 Nottingham Rd Mott Rd/Audubon Rd
A + Residential setting. %

G2 additional corridor recommendations.
+ Residential setting. —  S&CVRR R.O.W. g??\\
+ 30 mph. g Quy - +30 mph + Abandoned R.O.W.
L NT, - High traffic volumes. i B
+ Consider bike lanes and share ARD . High traffic speeds + Contains a school zone. * Rails to Trails.
the road signs. N P '

- Four travel lanes. - Narrow shoulders. NoR 7,
I-481 Interchange (NY-92 Erie Blvd to Lyndon Rd - No shoulder. + Consider sharrows and
- High traffic volumes.

i \ share the road signs.
. . - Kinne Rd (1-481 Bridge

- High traffic speeds. - Narrow shoulders

- Existing high speed double lane on ramp.

ONEIDA  LAKE

&4 GLE LYSANDER | North
Highbridge Rd Northwest

+ ggjgenﬁ? setting. Baldwinsvile oA coero e
+ Consider sharrows and +30-40 mph.
- Numerous traffic lights. share the road signs - Narrow shoulders.
- Raised curbing. WOODCHUCK ' o i i + Consider sharrows and VANBUREN
+ Consider “protected” contraflow bike lane NY'92 Lyndon Corners to Highbridge share the road signs.
down center lane. Enter/exit contraflow lane *+ Wide shoulders: —
at Wellington Rd and Maple Dr. - High t‘rafflc §peeds. |
Nysy + Consider bike lanes and share the road signs. 1
——— Butternut Creek Trail (Wegmans Entrance) 3 CAMILLUS . u%u_uus J
JAMESVILLE e 4 + Parking lot: Park and ride opportunities. ol s TR v e
ROAD 2 + Connection to sidewalk on Genesee St. Troop KRd — el
""" ; AN - Trail is curbed at parking lot. + Residential setting.

2 - High traffic volumes in front parking lot. - Narrow travel lanes.

- Narrow shoulders: 0"-2".
- Limited sight lines.

- 40 mph.

+ Consider sharrows and
. share the road signs.
Jamesville

West

ONONDAGA Manlius

Marcellus

Rp,

Py
SEWICKLEY RD o

3113AVAVY]

»
1=
o)

100 Clinton Square
126 North Salina St, Suite 100
Syracuse, NY 13202

— (315)422-5716
b L ]
]

Fax: (315) 422-7753
SMTC WWW.smtcmpo.org
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Central Detail

See Northwest Detail for Connections.
[

Electronics Pkwy

+ Wide shoulders.

+ Consider bike lanes and
share the road signs.

7th North St

+ One of three routes accessing the
city of Syracuse.

- High traffic volumes.

- High traffic speeds.

- Several travel lanes.

- Narrow shoulders west of RR bridge.

- No shoulders east of RR bridge.

- Intersection with 1-81 on/off ramps.

- Truck traffic.

- RR bridge walkways in poor condition.

- Atgrade RR spurs.

- Steep grade east of Hiawatha Blvd.

A\ csXBridge at Onondaga Lake Pi
+ Access from Saint Marie among the Iroquois.
+ West side of bridge is unused.
- No shoulders under RR bridge.
+ Potential use as a crossing point.

Old Liverpool Rd
+4'-5' shoulder.

- 4 travel lanes. zf[
- 40 mph. &

Onondaga Lake P NY-370 + Consider bike lanes and Q?

+ Wide shoulders. S share the road signs.

- 4 travel lanes.

- 55 mph.

- High traffic volumes.

+ Consider road diet with bike lanes or

shared use trail and reduced speed limit.

CSX Bridge over Ley Creek
+ Possible multi-use trail route.
+ Existing bridge foundation; possible crossing point.

Onondaga Lake

*E & 5 9

Inner Harbor

A Connection to Onondaga Creekwalk under CSX Line
+ Access to the city from northwestern suburbs by
connecting the Onondaga Creekwalk Trail.

This map is for presentation purposes only. The SMTC does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of this map.

“.... "Inner.Harbor

&
"'\Q\k
€ R

Note: .§é6'g.egend

STREET

Mattydale

Wolf St/Lemoyne Ave

+ Wide travel lanes.

- No striping.

- On-street parking.

+ Consider bike lanes/share
the road signs.

Court St (NY-298)

+ Wide road.

- On street parking.

+ Consider sharrows and
share the road signs.

E. Hiawatha Blvd

+ Wide travel lanes.

- Poor pavement condition.

+ Consider bike lanes or
share the road signs.

+ Possible opportunity to connect Old Liverpool Rd and
Buckley Rd to Ley Creek Trail at Onondaga Lake Pkwy.

+ Consider multi-use off road trail along utility pole right of
way along the roadways.

Bridge over Ley Creek

+ Existing bridge is potential option for crossing Ley Creek.
+ Path is signed.

- Path crosses on and off ramps.

- Debris in trail.

- Bridge needs maintenence.

- Path is in poor condition.

Park Street Access Point

+ Point of access from Ley Creek Bridge to Park St with a
possible path extension to 7th North St.

- Curbed 1’ shoulders.

- 3 travel lanes.

+ Consider road diet and curb removal.

Map 9:
Field Obsevations, Notes, and
New Corridors: Central Detail

0.5 1 2 Miles
J

. 2 Kilometers 6 )
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]

Possible Bike Corridor

e re
=
n
—

............... Existing Trails, Shared-Use Paths, Bike
Lanes/Sharrows, and NYSDOT
Bike routes 5 & 11

Current unsigned on-road sections

of the Erie Canal Trail route.

oooooo Possible Shared-Use Path/Corridor

——+—+  Railroad
O Locaion in need of Improvement

City of Syracuse

Town
Village
Onondaga Lake
+ Opportunity
- Issue
. Possible bike accomidation

Note:

The City of Syracuse Bike Infrastructure
Master Plan identifies potential corridors
throughout the city. Please refer to this plan for
additional corridor recommendations.

LYSANDER | North ONEIDA LaKE
Northwest
Baldwinsville oA Madison|
CICERO County
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VAN BUREN Syracuse,
"W SALINA
-l —o— | |
- DEWITT|
a
L Minoa
‘. East
CAMILLUS acuse MANLIUS
Camillus. Sy SE
Fayetteville
West
ONONDAGA Manlius
Marcellus East

100 Clinton Square

= 126 North Salina St, Suite 100
= —= Syracuse, NY 13202
—— (315) 422-5716
Fax: (315) 422-7753

N
SMTC WWW.smtcmpo.org

Data Sources: SMTC, SOCPA
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Map 10:
Environmental Justice
Assessment
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— Routes Considered
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Village

— — — - City of Syracuse

Low-Priority Target Areas
Medium-Priority Target Areas
High-Priority Target Areas

Non-Target Areas
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Map 12:

Transit Service
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Map 13:

Bike Suitability Ratings
and Accident Locations
January 2007- December 2011

_—
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1 2 4 Miles
1 1 1 1 1 1

0 11/4

2172
1
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5Kilometers 6
1 1 1 ]

Excellent: Highly recommended.
Slow moving, low volume traffic and some

separation from vehicles.

Good: Recommended.

Slightly more vehicular traffic than
“Excellent” roads with some separation
from vehicles.* Vehicles typically moving

faster than on “Excellent ” rated roads.

Average: Acceptable.
Moderately traveled with some separation
from vehicles* traveling at slower speeds, or
roads with lower volumes of traffic and no

separation from vehicles.*

Fair: Marginally Suitable.

Heavily traveled with little to no separation
from vehicles* moving at speeds faster than
on roads rated “Average”. Terrain may be

rough and/or pavement may be poor.

Poor: Not Suitable.
Heavily traveled by fast moving traffic, little
to no separation from vehicles,* and/or

rough cycling conditions.

Considered corridor was not rated

City of Syracuse
Town

Village

Bike/Vehicle Accident Location

*Separation from vehicls is defined as a
shoulder, a shoulder stripe, designated bike
lane, wide travel lane, and) or similar type of
buffered area.

100 Clinton Square

126 North Salina St, Suite 100
Syracuse, NY 13202
(315)422-5716

Fax: (315) 422-7753
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Pavement Condition
Ratings and Bridges
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e Excellent Pavement Rating
Pavement is not distressed. A single crack or
defect per .1 mile is allowed. May have been
recently reconstructed or rehabilitated. Dark

black or gray with no visible cracks.

e—  Good Pavement Rating
Pavement is infrequently distressed to minimal
severity. Cracks are tight, widely spaced,

unconnected. Cracking is noticable but minor.

e— Average Pavement Rating
Occasional to frequent distress of moderate
severity. Cracks are wide and interconnected.

Pieces of surface may be missing.

Fair Pavement Rating
Pavement distress is frequent and severe.
Wide, interconnected cracks with potholes

and/or patches. Surface is mostly cracked.

e Poor Pavement Rating
Distress is sevete and continuous. Potholes
and layers of patches inhibit vehicle speed.

Travel is impaired by pavement condition.

+===m=: Non-Federal Aid Eligible Roads
(Possible Bike Corridor)

(@) Bridge

City of Syracuse
Town

Village

Date of City of Syracuse and Onondaga County ratings: 2011
Date of Town/Village Road and NYSDOT ratings: 2010
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= == Syracuse, NY 13202
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