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SMTC 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan 
 

Summary of transportation-related goals and objectives from existing regional plans 
 

March 2014 (Updated April 2019)  
 

 
 
 

FREIGHT MOVEMENT / ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 

MAP-21 National Goal: To improve the national freight network, strengthen the ability of rural communities to access 

national and international trade markets, and support regional economic development. 
 

MAP-21 Planning Factor: support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 

competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 
 

Related objectives, etc. from existing studies: 
 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Maintain or improve economic opportunities by addressing multi-modal access 

Minimize capital costs by ensuring that transportation system investments are 
cost effective 

Minimize long-term operation and maintenance costs 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

Reduce the percentage of household income spent on housing and transportation 
costs in Central New York (by 10%) 

 

Expand use of rail and barge systems in the region 
CNY REDC Strategic Plan "tactics" 
and "performance metrics" 
‘CNY Rising’ 

 

 
Invest strategically in roads, ports, air and rail 
Develop a connected and modern transportation and logistics system, including a 
new global manufacturing and logistics hub 
Expand air service connectivity 
Invest in shovel-ready manufacturing sites near transportation assets and areas of 
economic distress 
 

I-81 Viaduct Project – Scoping 
Report (April 2015) goal & I-81 
Independent (Tunnel) Feasibility 
Study (Nov 2017) goal 

Provide transportation solutions that enhance the livability, visual quality, 
sustainability, and economic vitality of greater Syracuse.   
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CNYRPDB Central New York 
Regional Recreation & Heritage Plan 
goals and objectives 

Find and focus local efforts on catalytic projects that have the potential to seed 
further positive energy and projects – amplify potential by choosing first steps 
wisely.  

 Identify opportunities for, and secure access to potential prime public 
waterfront areas 

 Look for opportunities to make or strengthen outdoor recreational activity 
between significant recreation and heritage points and areas. 

 Identify opportunities or revitalization and reuse of historic building, 
structures, and landscapes, especially along main streets in cities, villages 
and hamlets where recreation- and heritage-compatible economic 
development opportunities can support visitation and local quality of life.   

 Strengthen recreation and heritage linkages to outside of the Central New 
York Region with gateway corridors, wayfinding, and inter-regional and 
inter-municipal collaboration. 

 Use appropriate design guidelines and case study examples such as from 
the Federal Highway Administration, NACTO and NYSAMPO to inform 
planning for bicycle infrastructure along identified primary bicycle touring 
corridors in this plan. 

Create distinctive and attractive communities with a strong sense of place. 

 Capitalize on opportunities for growing responsible tourism and sustainable, 
recreation-based economic development, including by coordinating with 
neighboring counties to link these types of resources beyond municipal 
borders. 

 

 

 
Proposed LRTP goal: Support economic development within our region, with a focus on strengthening downtown 

Syracuse and supporting existing commercial and industrial nodes. 
 

Proposed objectives: 
 

• Maintain adequate infrastructure conditions on priority freight routes and commuter corridors. 

• Maintain a high degree of reliability on priority freight routes and commuter corridors. 
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SAFETY AND SECURITY 

MAP-21 National Goal: To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. 

MAP-21 Planning Factor: increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized users 

MAP-21 Planning Factor:  increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized users 

Related objectives, etc., from existing studies: 
 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives 
 

Reduce accident occurrences to at or below the statewide average for similar 

facilities 

Improve existing geometric design through the application of appropriate design 

standards and the reduction of  non-standard elements and/or geometries 

Improve the safety of alternative modes of transportation (pedestrian, bicycle, 

transit) 

 I-81 Viaduct Project – Scoping 

Report (April 2015) goal & I-81 

Independent (Tunnel) Feasibility 

Study (Nov 2017) goal 

Improve safety and create an efficient regional and local transportation system 
within and through greater Syracuse. 
 

I-81 Viaduct Project – Scoping 

Report (April 2015) objectives and 

DEIS (April 2019) objectives 

Address vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle geometric and operational deficiencies 
within the project limits 

  Address transportation network structural deficiencies, particularly 

associated with aging bridge structures and non-standard/non-conforming 

design features within the project limits along I-81 and I-690 

I-81 Independent (Tunnel) 
Feasibility Study (Nov 2017) 
objective 

Improve interstate geometry 

 

 
Proposed LRTP goal: Increase the safety and security of the transportation system. 

 
Proposed objectives: 

 
• Reduce serious injuries and fatalities from vehicle crashes. 

• Reduce pedestrian and bicycle crashes. 

• Reduce the number of at-grade railroad crossings. 
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ACCESS AND MOBILITY / CONGESTION REDUCTION 

(also INTEGRATION AND CONNECTIVITY) 
 

MAP-21 National Goal: To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the National Highway System. 
 

MAP-21 Planning Factor: increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight 
 

MAP-21 Planning Factor: enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 

modes, for people and freight 
 

Related objectives, etc., from existing studies: 
 

Complete Streets policies 

Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

Institute a County Sustainable Streets policy combining the concepts of Complete 
Streets to create multi-modal transportation networks with the use of green 
infrastructure to address stormwater issues. Provide guidance and resources to 
municipalities to help implement local Sustainable Streets policies. 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

 
Develop "complete streets" to encourage walking and biking 

 

 
Promote municipal adoption of a complete streets program 

Transit enhancement 

Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

To increase the viability and availability of public transportation, coordinate with 
the Central New York Regional Transportation Authority (CENTRO) and other local 
stakeholders to identify and densify transit oriented development (TOD) nodes to 
support existing and future transit opportunities. 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

Encourage TOD and bus rapid transit service for priority corridors 
 
 

Expand network of public transit park-and-ride facilities 

CNY Regional Recreation & Heritage 

Plan (CNYRPDB) goal 

Encourage carpooling programs and public transportation options that improve 
access to community services and to help provide safe, affordable, convenient 
transportation to all residents. 
 

I-81 Viaduct Project – Scoping 

Report (April 2015) objective and 

DEIS (April 2019) objective 

Maintain access to existing local bus service and enhance transit amenities within 
the project limits in and near Downtown Syracuse. 

CNY REDC Strategic Plan "tactics" 

and "performance metrics" 

 

CNY Rising  

 
Transit accessibility - increase by 5% (as defined and tracked by Brookings - how 
many jobs a worker can reach at their skill set within a reasonable amount of 
time) 
 

The Global Manufacturing and Logistics Hub (inland port) is expected to reduce 
shipping costs for regional manufacturers by 40 percent and divert up to 20,700 
trucks to rail, which will significantly reduce carbon emissions and the wear and tear 
of roads and bridges. 

Trails/sidewalks/bike facilities 
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Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

Complete and connect regional and local trail systems, including the Onondaga 
Lake Loop the Lake Trail, the Erie Canalway Trail and the Onondaga Creekwalk, to 
form major pedestrian and cycling oriented recreational and transportation 
spines in the region. 

Assist communities in identifying opportunities for sidewalk/trail enhancements 
in support of the principles guiding the Safe Routes to Schools initiative with the 
goal of reducing the number of children bused to and from school. 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

Implement a regional pedestrian and bicycle trail access program. 
Create new dedicated cycle tracks along major commuting corridors (50 miles by 
2030). 

CNY Regional Recreation & Heritage 

Plan (CNYRPDB) goals and 

objectives 

Provide significant opportunities for outdoor recreation and heritage visitation. 
 Seek and implement opportunities to provide additional, or improved 

access to year-round low impact outdoor recreational activities such as 
hiking, biking, boating, birding, cross country skiing, skating and learning 
about natural and cultural resources. 

 Seek opportunities for growing sustainable, recreation-based economic 
development, including coordinating with neighboring municipalities to 
link these types of resources. 

 Implement plans to establish local sections of inter-regional bicycle 
connectivity as recommended in the CNY Regional Recreation and Heritage 
Plan. 

Create distinctive and attractive communities with a strong sense of place. 
 Strengthen local walkability and bike accommodations and consider placing 

bicycle racks in and around downtown and support a local safe bicycling 
program to encourage use of helmets and safe riding practices. 

Alternative modes - general 

Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

Promote coordination between local governments in the planning and 
implementation of bicycle, trail, transit, pedestrian, and other alternative 
transportation modes to establish continuous networks. Link neighborhoods to 
destinations such as restaurants, shops, and work places. 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Identify alternative mode improvement in the vicinity of I-81 

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

Mobility - roads 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Improve peak period mobility and reduce delay on the highway system (primary, 
secondary, and city streets) by providing acceptable operating speeds, improving 
level of service. 

Preserve regional mobility by maintaining travel times 

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

I-81 Viaduct Project – Scoping 

Report (April 2015) objective and 

DEIS (April 2019) objective 

Maintain or enhance vehicle access to the interstate highway network and key 
destinations (i.e., business districts, hospitals, and institutions) within 
neighborhoods along the I-81 viaduct priority area. 
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Connectivity 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives  

 
Enhance local connectivity (such as linking University Hill with downtown) 

CNY REDC Strategic Plan "tactics" 
and "performance metrics" 

Air connectivity - increase total passengers (by 10%) 

I-81 Viaduct Project – Scoping 
Report (April 2015) objective and 
DEIS (April 2019) objective 

Maintain or enhance the vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle connections in the local 
street network within the project area and near Downtown Syracuse to allow for 
connectivity between neighborhoods, business districts, and other key destinations. 

I-81 Independent (Tunnel) 
Feasibility Study (Nov 2017) 
objective 

Enhance the livability of the surrounding area. 

 

 
Proposed LRTP goal: Provide a high degree of accessibility and mobility for people and freight. This should include 

better integration and connectivity between modes of travel. 
 

Proposed objectives: 
 

• Reduce congestion in key commuter corridors. 

• Provide high-quality transit service to TOD nodes throughout the community. 

• Provide “basic” transit service to “urban” areas (population density at least 1000 people per sq. mi.) and major 

activity centers. 

• Provide more dedicated bicycle facilities throughout the community. 

• Provide more sidewalks throughout the community. 
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ENVIRONMENT AND QUALITY OF LIFE 
 

MAP-21 National Goal: To enhance the performance of the transportation system while protecting and enhancing the 

natural environment. 
 

MAP-21 Planning Factor: protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of 

life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and economic 

development patterns 
 

Related objectives, etc., from existing studies: 
 

Smart growth, integrated LU-Trans planning 

Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

 
 

Redevelop existing sites or infill areas already served by infrastructure rather 
than developing on open land where no infrastructure exists. 

Consider the interrelated impacts of transportation and land use planning during 
development review to support a safe, efficient and interconnected 
transportation network. Reduce vehicle trips, miles traveled and greenhouse gas 
emissions through efficient land use planning. 

Construction of new County roads or significant capacity upgrades to County 
transportation facilities will only occur when supported by the policies and 
principles of the Draft County Plan “Projects and Practices”. 

Educate the public on the role that development patterns and transportation 
choices have on energy usage and greenhouse gas emissions. 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Encourage sustainable land use patterns within the city and county 
 

Encourage smart growth:  sustainable regional land use patterns that minimize 
suburban sprawl which increases demand for infrastructure and services 

Central New York Regional 

Recreation & Heritage Plan 

(CNYRPDB) goals and objectives 

Development of Comprehensive Plans and supportive land use regulations where 
towns and villages currently lack them. 

 Including conservation subdivision regulations and site plan review 
processes. 

 Focus on smart growth principals to protect natural and cultural resources. 

 Capitalize on economic development that includes rehabilitation and reuse 
of existing buildings and vacant sites, and encourages historic preservation 
and compatible design. 

 

Hazard Mitigation Plan Update – 
Onondaga County, NY Feb 2019 
(DRAFT) goals and objectives 

Integrate risk reduction concepts, policies, and projects into existing local and 
regional planning and implementation mechanisms, such as comprehensive plans, 
codes, and capital improvement plans. 
 
 

 

Promote resilient and sustainable land development practices to improve the 
ability to recover and bounce back faster from impacts of natural hazard 
events. 

Encourage building and rebuilding practices that address resiliency through 
higher standards and sustainable design to resist impacts of natural hazards and 
to reinvest in existing infrastructure rather than expanding the urbanized area 
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Incorporate hazard considerations into land-use planning and natural 
resource management 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

 
Implement a regional main street revitalization program. 

Transit oriented development  

  Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

Update comprehensive plans, land use plans and zoning ordinances to identify 
and build out transit oriented development (TOD) nodes to maximize the use 
and efficiency of public transportation. 

CNY REDC Strategic Plan "tactics" 

and "performance metrics" 

CNY Rising  

 

 
Employ TOD strategies 
Attract good jobs to distressed communities through the Opportunity Investment 
Fund; CNYREDC will consider “distance from a community of distress” as part of 
its selection criteria for investments and facility location. 
Establish an Arts and Entertainment district in Syracuse. 
 

Air quality/VMT/alternative fuels  

  Draft County Plan “Projects 

andPractices”   

 

Invest in public transportation, walkable communities, and bicycle corridors to 
reduce the region’s vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Maintain or improve air quality (overall emissions and odor) 

Minimize air quality and noise impacts on adjacent neighbors 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

Reduce total VMT annually in the region (by 25% by 2030) 
 
 
 

Develop network of CNG fueling stations and EV charging stations 

Reduce air pollutant emissions for ozone, sulfur, particulates, and carbon 
monoxide (by 25% by 2030) 
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Other - environmental, quality of life 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Support local, regional, and state environmental initiatives 

Minimize impacts on designated community landmarks and historic resources 
Minimize storm water impacts and improve water quality 

Improve the visual built environment through context sensitive design that 
contributes to roadside/street ambiance, community character, and public 
safety 

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

Share the burdens of impacts during construction and long-term across 
stakeholders (e.g. suburbs, adjacent neighborhoods, low-income communities, 
and Onondaga Nation) 

Share the benefits across stakeholders (e.g. suburbs, adjacent neighborhoods, 
low-income communities, and Onondaga Nation) 

Central New York Regional 

Recreation & Heritage Plan 

(CNYRPDB) goals and objectives 

Prepare for and mitigate the effects of flooding and other disasters through 
appropriate planning and infrastructure improvements that anticipate flooding, 
ground failure, severe storm events, ice jams, extreme temperatures, drought, 
radiological emergencies, and transportation hazards. 

 Implement green infrastructure measures where possible and most 
effective. 

 Upgrade existing infrastructure to predicted capacity needs. 
 Identify vulnerabilities and assess local risk. 
 Assess local land use policy related to risk. 
 Conduct or facilitate disaster/emergency preparedness-related 

educational outreach 
 Use zoning to control development in areas prone to unforeseen hazards. 
 Complete a greenhouse gas emissions inventory, and climate action plan 

with emission reduction goals, baseline data on emission sources, and 
detailed recommendations for reducing the local carbon footprint. 

 Encourage development and use of renewable resources locally such as 
electric lawn mowers, hybrid vehicles, and residential, commercial and 
civic energy generation or purchase. 

Protect agricultural land, open space and water resources: 

 Prevent pollution of local water resources including surface and 
groundwater through use of best practices in stormwater capture and 
infiltration, such as porous pavement and bioswales.  

 Establish local regulation to prevent continued development, including 
roads, trailer parks, and residences on sensitive resources such as sand 
dune areas and waterfronts that threaten these resources 
 

I-81 Independent (Tunnel) 

Feasibility Study (Nov 2017) 

objective 

Minimize adverse environmental impacts 

Hazard Mitigation Plan Update – 

Onondaga County, NY Feb 2019 

(DRAFT) goals and objectives 

Identify flood and other natural hazard areas 
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Promote the continued use of natural systems to reduce long-term hazard related 
costs and maximize hazard mitigation effectiveness to include sustainable flood 
and erosion control projects, reduction of nutrient loading in water systems and 
activities that demonstrate resiliency practices 
 
Protect and preserve environmentally sensitive and critical areas 

Continue to preserve, protect and acquire open space 

Enact policies to prioritize and implement mitigation actions and/or projects 
designed to benefit essential facilities, services, and infrastructure 

Review and improve, if necessary, emergency traffic routes and evacuation 
routes; communicate such routes to the public and communities via the County’s 
emergency notification system, social media and news media outlets. 

 

 
Proposed LRTP goal: Protect and enhance the natural environment and support energy conservation. 

 
Proposed objectives: 

 
• Reduce VMT in the region. 

• Increase the percentage of trips made by bicycling or walking. 

• Increase the transit mode share. 

• Incorporate green infrastructure to the extent practicable in transportation projects. 
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SYSTEM RELIABILITY / MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS 

MAP-21 National Goal: To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system. 

MAP-21 Planning Factor: promote efficient system management and operation 

Related objectives, etc. from existing studies: 
 
Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

Explore Transportation Demand Management strategies in downtown, 
University Hill and other locations to manage parking and mobility in the urban 
center without compromising its dense urban form. 

Investigate the feasibility of implementing employee rideshare or carpooling 
programs, transit subsidies, bicycle facilities, car sharing and other programs to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled from commuting. 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Improve transportation system efficiency and reliability, and reduce travel costs 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

 
Develop regional TDM program 

CNY REDC Strategic Plan "tactics" 
and "performance metrics" 
 
 

 
Collectively address anchor institution transportation needs 

I-81 Viaduct Project – Scoping 
Report (April 2015) goal & I-81 
Independent (Tunnel) Feasibility 
Study (Nov 2017) goal 

Improve safety and create an efficient regional and local transportation system 
within and through greater Syracuse  

I-81 Independent (Tunnel) 
Feasibility Study (Nov 2017) 
objective 

Minimize cost 

 

 
Proposed LRTP goal: Support efficient system management and operation. 

Proposed objectives: 

• Implement TDM strategies in downtown and University Hill that have been recommended through previous 

SMTC studies. 

• Implement employer-based demand management programs at major employers throughout the region. 

• Assist communities in our planning area in creating, maintaining, and utilizing asset management systems. 

• Implement ITS technology along priority commuter and freight corridors. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITION / SYSTEM PRESERVATION 

MAP-21 National Goal: To maintain the highway infrastructure system in a state of good repair. 

MAP-21 Planning Factor: emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system 

Related objectives, etc. from existing studies: 
 
Draft County Plan “Projects and 

Practices”   

 

Prioritize maintenance of existing facilities and infrastructure over building new 

facilities and infrastructure. 

Prioritize use of federal transportation dollars allocated to the Syracuse 

Metropolitan Planning Area to maintain existing transportation facilities rather 

than create new or expanded infrastructure. 

The I-81 Corridor Study objectives Eliminate structural deficiencies using treatment strategies which provide the 

lowest life cycle maintenance costs and restore bridge condition ratings, where 

applicable, to good condition for at least 30 years 

Vision CNY "targets" and 
"strategies" 

Support a "fix-it-first" regional infrastructure policy 

Decrease the number of bridges and roads that are rated as "deficient" or "poor" 

(by 25% by 2030) 

I-81 Independent (Tunnel) 

Feasibility Study (Nov 2017) 

objective 

Maintain I-81 Interstate status, with interstate highway standards 

Hazard Mitigation Plan Update – 

Onondaga County, NY Feb 2019 

(DRAFT) goals and objectives 

Protect life and property 
 Protect and maintain critical facilities and infrastructure 
 Pursue federal and state assistance toward the improvement of facilities 

and infrastructure 

 

 
Proposed LRTP goal: Strategically preserve our existing infrastructure and focus investment in areas already served by 

public infrastructure. 
 

Proposed objectives: 
 

• Preserve and maintain pavement. 

• Preserve and maintain bridges. 

• Preserve and maintain off-road trail systems. 

• Preserve and maintain sidewalks. 

• Support infill development projects with the necessary transportation investments. 
 

 
 
 

PROJECT DELIVERY 
 

MAP-21 National Goal: To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the economy, and expedite the movement of people 

and goods by accelerating project completion through eliminating delays in the project development and delivery 

process, including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies’ work practices. 
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MAP-21 Planning Factor: none 
 

Proposed LRTP goal: Reduce delays of federal-aid project development and delivery. 
 

Proposed objectives: 
 

• Encourage sponsors of federal-aid projects to submit all necessary documentation by the 3rd quarter of the 

federal fiscal year. 

• Increase the obligation rate for Federal transportation funding in our region. 
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OTHER GOAL AREAS: 
 

Proposed LRTP goal: Support local planning goals and enhance the character of individual communities. 
 

Proposed objectives: 
 

• Use high-quality, context-sensitive design on all capital projects. 

• Educate the public, local elected officials, and local planners about the transportation impacts of local land use 

decisions and how to plan for efficient, multi-modal transportation systems. 
 

 
 
 

Proposed LRTP goal: Be an open and transparent process with significant public involvement from a wide range of 

community members. 
 

Proposed objectives: 
 

• Increase attendance at SMTC public meetings. 

• Increase overall public interaction with the SMTC, including through electronic means. 

 

Possible LRTP goal: Support regional efforts to upgrade communications technology that may support connected 
and autonomous vehicles.  OR Position the region to take advantage of technology investments / improvements 
that will support connected and autonomous vehicles in coming years. 

 

Proposed Objectives: 

 Seek out opportunities to be involved in regional initiatives related to remote sensing, drone stuff, broadband 
upgrades, all that junk 

 Collect information on how all this is going to work and coordinate with industry groups (e.g., freight, transit, etc.) 
to exchange knowledge and ideas.   

 

Ties in w/Syracuse Surge & REDC’s ‘CNY Rising’ – #1 investment: global center for unmanned systems and cross-
connected platforms [including unmanned ground systems] 
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Long Range Transportation Plan 2050 
Goals and Objectives Survey 
Survey Results Summary 

I. INTRODUCTION 
In December 2014, SMTC used the online survey provider Survey Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com) to 

develop and publicly distribute an online survey focused on the Long Range Transportation Plan’s (LRTP) 

goals and objectives.   

The purpose of this survey was to get feedback from the general public on the LRTP’s building blocks: its 

planning themes, goals and objectives.  These elements were developed by SMTC staff in conjunction 

with the Study Advisory Committee (SAC) based the requirements of current Federal transportation 

legislation (MAP-21) and a review of existing plans that have recently been completed by other 

groups/agencies in our region.1  Each of these other plans had its own public outreach component 

conducted during the development of the individual plans; however, the compilation of proposed LRTP 

goals and objectives had not been previously presented to the general public.  Given these elements’ 

importance to the LRTP’s fundamental structure, it was generally agreed that there would be a benefit 

in getting input from the general public on their relevance and validity. 

The survey was available online between December 15, 2014 and January 26, 2015.  The public was 

notified of the survey by way of e-mails sent to the SMTC’s electronic distribution lists.  This included 

358 recipients of the electronic version of the SMTC’s Directions newsletter and the members of the 

SMTC’s Bicycle/Pedestrian Community Interest Group.  Information on the survey was also forwarded to 

the recipients of the following e-mail lists, maintained by community groups: 

 FOCUS Greater Syracuse 

 Tomorrow’s Neighborhoods Today (TNT)  

Additionally, notification was sent to nearly 530 members of a local e-mail listserv. 

A total of 380 responses were received. 

                                                            
1 The plans and documents used were: SOCPA’s Draft County Plan “Projects and Practice”, the 

Central New York Regional Planning and Development Board’s Vision CNY, the Central New York 

Regional Economic Development Council’s Five-Year Strategic Plan and the SMTC & New York 

State Department of Transportation’s (NYSDOT) I-81 Challenge draft objectives. 

 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/


May 7, 2015 

2 
 

II. Survey Content 
The survey consisted of ten questions split into five sections.  The first section (Question 1) asked about 

the regional planning goals on which the LRTP will be based.  The second section (Questions 2 through 8) 

asked about the system performance goals and objectives that inform decision-making and around 

which the system performance measures are based.   The third section (Question 9) asked about 

regionally-significant projects.  The fourth section (Question 10) gave survey respondents an opportunity 

to provide comments on anything else they felt was important to transportation in the community. 

All ten questions included an opportunity for respondents to provide their own comments.  Of the 380 

people who responded, 236 (62%) added at least one comment.   

The complete survey is attached, as well as a complete record of all comments received.  The following 

is a summary of the responses to each question.   

III. Section I - Planning Goals of the Region & Local Communities 

Question 1 

QUESTION 1 

Through the SMTC's review of local and regional planning documents, common planning themes 

throughout the region emerged. These are important in helping guide transportation investment 

decisions over the next 35 years. Which of these are most important to you? Please check all that 

apply. 

Figure 1 summarizes respondents’ selections.  The planning themes most frequently identified as “most 

important” to respondents were  

 Support Smart Growth (building communities with housing and transportation choices near 

jobs, shops and schools) development patterns, particularly the strengthening of existing mixed-

use centers. 

 Support economic development, particularly in Downtown Syracuse, Syracuse Lakefront and 

existing or planned commercial and industrial nodes throughout the SMTC planning area. 

 Provide convenient connections to intercity transportation facilities, including the Syracuse 

Hancock International Airport and the William F. Walsh Regional Transportation Center. 

 Respect historic resources and local community landmarks. 

Each of these themes was identified as “important” by 60 percent or more of survey respondents.   

Question 1a was an open-ended question that asked: 
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QUESTION 1A 

After looking through the regional and local planning goals above, do you feel that any topics or areas 

of interest have been missed?  If yes, please tell us what other planning goals may be missing in the 

space below. 

Thirty-eight percent of respondents (144 people) commented on this question.  Major themes 

mentioned in these comments included: 

 Either expand existing Centro service (particularly in the suburbs) or add a service like light rail. 

(31 comments) 

 Resolve the I-81 viaduct issue; many commenters emphasized the need to maintain access 

between suburbs and city, to hospital emergency rooms and through the city (26 comments) 

 Improve, repair and expand facilities for cyclists and pedestrians (19 comments related to 

cycling; 18 related to pedestrian facilities) 

 Improve the connection between the city and the suburbs (by various means; 14 comments) 

 Be aware of fiscal constraints / spend public funds wisely (10 comments) 

Examples of suggested planning themes include: 

 “Provisions for an aging population in the city and suburbs (particularly the suburbs where the 

aging population figures are the highest).” 

 “Vehicle mobility shouldn't come at the expense of pedestrians, cyclists and transit users” 

 “Enhance employment opportunities for city residents at suburban locations.” 

 “Support economic development in lower income areas so as to significantly increase the 

probability of sustaining development and growth throughout the City of Syracuse and the 

region.” 

See the full list of comments by survey question for more details. 
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Figure 1 - Planning themes by proportion of respondents identifying them as "important" 

 

IV. Section II – System Performance Goals 
For each of the seven questions in this section, the survey introduced a system performance goal and 

listed the objectives associated with that goal.  The purpose of these questions was to determine 

whether or not members of the public objected to any of the goals or objectives, or if members of the 

public had other ideas for objectives that should be considered.  Respondents were asked which of the 
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objectives were “most important” to them.  Respondents were allowed to, and were prompted to, 

select “all that apply”.  Each of these questions also included “Other” in the list of objectives, with a 

comment box allowing respondents to provide additional thoughts on the goal and its objectives. 

Question 2 

GOAL:  Support efficient freight movement within our region. 

QUESTION 2:  Which of the objectives under this goal are most important to you?   

 Please check all that apply. 

Figure 2 summarizes respondents’ selections.  The freight objective most frequently identified as “most 

important” to respondents was: 

 Maintain adequate infrastructure conditions on freight routes. 

Eighteen percent of respondents (50 people) provided a comment on this question, touching on themes 

such as: 

 Freight vehicles’ impacts on local roads and communities (13 comments) 

 Safety issues related to freight (8 comments)  

 Freight and passenger vehicles should be separated to the greatest degree possible – both on 

roads and on railroads (7 comments) 

Comments on specific projects included support for the following:  

 Inland Port  

 Light rail 

 Relocating railroad tracks away from Onondaga Lake  

 High speed rail 

 I-81  
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Figure 2 - Freight objectives by proportion of respondents identifying them as "important" 

 

Question 3 

GOAL:  Increase the safety, security, and resiliency of the transportation system. 

QUESTION 3:  Which of the objectives under this goal are most important to you?  

 Please check all that apply. 

Figure 3 summarizes respondents’ selections.  Two safety-related objectives emerged as being 

particularly important to survey respondents: 

 Reduce serious injuries and fatalities from vehicle crashes. 

 Reduce pedestrian/vehicle and bicycle/vehicle crashes. 
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Figure 3 - Safety, security and resiliency objectives by proportion of respondents 
identifying them as "important" 

 

Fourteen percent of respondents (54 people) provided additional comments on this goal and its 

objectives.  Major themes in these comments included: 

 Safety improvements are needed for cyclists and pedestrians (12 comments) 

 Biking and walking could be more prominent in the community if they were promoted more and 

there was more education (for example, on safe biking) (7 comments) 

 Traffic calming is needed (red light cameras were mentioned in several comments) (7 

comments) 

Specific projects mentioned in comments included: 

 Fix the railroad bridges over the Liverpool Parkway and over Park Street near Destiny USA. 

 Add a bridge over I-81 in Central Square area to allow snowmobiles to cross safely. 

 Bike safety & “share the road” safety - PSAs / ongoing education 

 Add more variable message signs to highways to warn of congestion / accidents 

 Eliminate right turns on red at large intersections 

 Use red light cameras to reduce violations 

 Reduce tractor trailer traffic in villages and cities not designed for turning radius 
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Question 4 

GOAL:  Provide a high degree of multi-modal accessibility and mobility for individuals. This 

should include better integration and connectivity between modes of travel. 

QUESTION 4:  Which of the objectives under this goal are most important to you? Please check all 

that apply. 

Figure 4 summarizes respondents’ selections.  All six accessibility and mobility objectives were 

supported by at least 40% of respondents.  Only two received more than 50% of respondents’ support: 

o Provide essential transit service to “urban” areas and major activity centers. 

o Reduce congestion in commuter corridors.  

Fourteen percent of respondents (54 people) provided additional comments.  Comments generally 

addressed issues related to access by mode: 

 Transit: 
o More, faster or better service (9 comments) 

o Add light rail or streetcar service (4 comments) 

o Add transfer points, services for seniors, shelters 

 Pedestrian / sidewalks: 
o More facilities (5 comments) 

o Snow removal (5 comments) 

o Improve safety (3 comments) 

o Ensure ADA compliance 

 Bikes: 
o More facilities (5 comments); more off-road facilities (3 comments) 

o Safer facilities for cyclists (2 comments) 

 Trails: 
o Add to the existing trail network (4 comments) 

 Automobile accessibility: 

o More alternative fueling stations (2 comments) 

o More Transportation Demand Management alternatives (2 comments) 

o Add HOV lanes (1 comment) 

o Don’t invest in non-motorized modes at the expense of motorized vehicles’ mobility (1 

comment)    
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Figure 4 – Accessibility objectives by proportion of respondents identifying them as 
"important" 

 

Specific projects mentioned in response to this question included: 

 Complete loop around the lake for hikers and bikers. 

 Develop a politically acceptable and affordable solution to snow covered sidewalks. 

 From David Ashley’s list of “20 Fantastic Ideas for Syracuse” 

(http://davidcashley.com/?page_id=539): 
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o Create a Vast New Public Transportation System and Make Centro Free Within the City 

Limits for City Residents By Adding the Cost to Real Estate Taxes (#10) 

o ‘Cuse Train (#11) 

 More spaces for bikes on bus bike racks 

 Better access to Carrier Dome events 

Question 5 

GOAL:  Protect and enhance the natural environment and support energy conservation and 

management. 

QUESTION 5:  Which of the objectives under this goal are most important to you? Please check all 

that apply. 

Figure 5 summarizes respondents’ selections.  Four of the objectives were supported by at least 40% of 

respondents; the objective related to reducing mobile emissions was supported by 39% of 

respondents.  Only two received more than 50% of respondents’ support: 

 Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the region.  

 Increase the percentage of trips made by bicycling or walking.  

Eleven percent of respondents (forty-one people) provided additional comments.  Several comments 

touched on themes discussed in other comments, such as transit service, safe facilities for pedestrians 

and cyclists, etc.  Comments unique to this goal area included: 

 Reduce emissions by minimizing idling time: use capacity improvements and better signal timing 

 Consider congestion pricing  

 Prevent damage to the environment by ensuring that tankers coming through the region are 

safe 

 Match the size of buses on routes to routes’ ridership. 

 Reduce speed limits in the city and on neighborhood streets 

 Design the public realm to support walkability 

 Increase density / support planning that minimizes the need for travel 
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Figure 5 – Natural environment and energy conservation objectives by proportion of 
respondents identifying them as "important" 

 

Question 6 

GOAL:  Improve the reliability of the transportation system and promote efficient system 

management and operations. 

QUESTION 6:  Which of the objectives under this goal are most important to you? Please check all 

that apply. 

Figure 6 summarizes respondents’ selections.  All objectives were supported by at least 40% of 

respondents.  The “on-time” transit objective was supported by half of respondents.  The objective 

related to “reliability on commuter routes” was the most popular objective, with 70% supporting it.  

Notable comments included the following: 

 Support for city-wide bike share (2 comments) 

 Transportation support for elderly residents: can costs of Centro’s ‘Call A Bus’ service be picked 

up by health insurance? 
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 Modify the transit system to allow more efficient suburb-to-suburb commuting 

 Give transit buses stop light preemption and implement Next Bus system 

 Improve Centro’s online trip planning tool 

 Ensure we continue to have a “20-minute city”; ensure minimal delays due to construction - 

especially during peak hours; use ITS, especially variable message signs warning of accidents 

ahead and improved signal timings. 

Figure 6 – Reliability and efficiency objectives by proportion of respondents 
identifying them as "important" 
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Question 7 

GOAL:  Strategically preserve our existing infrastructure and focus future investment in areas  

 that are already served by significant public infrastructure investments. 

QUESTION 7:  Which of the objectives under this goal are most important to you? Please check all 

that apply. 

Figure 7 summarizes respondents’ selections.  Preservation of off-road trail systems received less than 

40% (38%) support.  Two of these objectives received the highest levels of support of any objectives in 

this survey: 

 Preserve and maintain pavement. (77%) 

 Preserve and maintain bridges. (82%) 

Nine percent of respondents (34 people) added their own thoughts in response to this question.   

Noteworthy comments included: 

 Support pavement maintenance (four comments) 

 Strategic disinvestment in pavement and / or bridges (four comments) 

 Maintain bike and pedestrian facilities (two comments) 

 Utilize GIS tools for asset management (one comment) 

 Maintain sewers in addition / in conjunction with roadway maintenance (one comment) 

 Utilize green infrastructure in preserving / improving facilities (one comment) 

Several comments in this section requested re-wording of objectives: 

  “Improve and Maintain” rather than “Preserve and Maintain”? 

 Trail objective is too vague 

 System Preservation Goal is unclear: 

“I'm not sure what you mean by focus future investment in areas that are already served by 

significant public infrastructure investments. Do you mean maintaining already existing 

structures or completing projects that have been started? What does served by mean? What 

kind of assistance are we talking about?”  
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Figure 7 – System preservation objectives by proportion of respondents identifying 
them as "important" 

 

Question 8 

GOAL:   Ensure that transportation system performance improvements are distributed  

  equitably. 

QUESTION:  Which of the objectives under this goal are most important to you? Please check all 

that apply. 

Figure 8 summarizes respondents’ selections.   
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Figure 8 – Equity objectives by proportion of respondents identifying them as 
"important" 

 

All four equity objectives were supported by at least 50% of respondents.  Only one received more than 

60% of respondents’ support:  

 Ensure that pavement conditions within priority target areas are at or above regional averages. 

(70%) 

Seven percent of respondents (26 people) provided additional comments.  Additional comments 

included: 

 Better pedestrian access, including sidewalk snow removal, safety, inspection and adding more 

sidewalks (four comments) 
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 Maintain transit stops, including snow removal  (two comments)  

 Make transit more user-friendly (one comment) 

One comment identified improvements to a specific transportation facility: 

 “Imagine the hated Erie Boulevard with sidewalks and one lane of parking and loading each 

side” 

V. Part III: Regionally Significant Projects 
Part III of the survey provided a short description of three projects: 

1. The I-81 Viaduct Project 

2. Development of an Enhanced Transit System 

3. Expansion of the Regional Trail Network 

Question 9A asked survey respondents about these “regionally significant projects” and Question 9B 

asked respondents to discuss other projects they considered significant. 

Question 9A 

How significant do you feel each project is to the Syracuse Region? 

Respondents were given three rating options for each project: “Not Significant”, “Somewhat Significant” 

or “Very Significant”.  Based on these responses, the I-81Viaduct Project is not only the most significant 

project of the three, it was identified as “very significant” by more than twice the number of people who 

identified either of the other two projects as “very significant”.   

The majority of respondents (87.8%) stated that the I-81 Viaduct Project is “very significant” to the 

Syracuse Region.   

The Enhanced Transit System Project is considered “somewhat significant” to 43% of respondents and 

“very significant” to 42%.  

The Expansion of the Regional Trail Network is considered “somewhat significant” to 36% of 

respondents and “very significant” to 37%.   

Figure 9 summarizes how respondents rated each project’s significance. 
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Figure 9: Responses to the question “How significant do you feel each project is to the 

Syracuse Region?” 

 

Question 9B 

Looking at the list above, do you believe there are regionally significant projects missing? If yes, let us 

know in the space below. 

Many of the fifty-eight people who answered this question made general comments about transit, 

bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure, general highway improvements and comments on which option 

NYSDOT should consider for the I-81 viaduct project.  However, a few respondents noted some specific 

projects they believed to be missing, including: 

 Rapid transit between Buffalo to Albany and NYC to Boston 

 Making the Erie Canalway Trail a continuous, dedicated multi-use trail across the state 

 Extending the Erie Canal towpath through the city 

 Including the Oswego Canal Trail as part of expansion of a Regional Trail Network Project 

 Adding bike lanes to Erie Boulevard and other roads 

 Safe bicycle routes to allow access between Downtown Syracuse and neighborhoods / 

communities to the north, south, east and west (for example, Liverpool/Northside, Fayetteville, 

DeWitt, and the Southside).   

 A shuttle system between Downtown Syracuse and the Regional Transportation Center and the 

airport 
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 A dedicated transit route between Armory Square and University Hill 

 Organized transportation to/from and around DestinyUSA 

 A western bypass to connect I-695 to Route 81 / 481 

 Expand 481 north of 690 

 Complete the I-690/I-481 interchange and extend  I-690 further east to the Onondaga County 

line 

 Increase the capacity of I-90 (adding a third lane through the Syracuse area) 

 Urge Downtown employers to “time shift” work days to minimize commuter congestion 

 Route 20 scenic corridor  

VI. Survey Closing 
The final question in the survey was prefaced by the following text, recapping the content of the 

survey’s previous questions: 

As noted at the outset of this survey, the purpose of the 2050 LRTP is to guide the SMTC 

member agencies in making transportation investment decisions over the next 35 years 

that include: 

(1) Broad community planning goals 

(2) Specific transportation system objectives AND 

(3) Regionally significant projects 

Question 10 

Question 10: Do the draft goals and objectives contained within this survey capture what is important 

to your community as far as transportation is concerned?   To your personal travel? 

A total of 171 comments were provided in response to this question.  Of these, one-fifth stated that 

they felt that the goals and objectives reflected their concerns. 

Other issues, projects and themes included: 

 The I-81 Viaduct (mentioned in 32% of comments); many identified their opinion on which 

alternative should be selected 

 Mass transit including expanding existing Centro service, offering more convenient hours of 

operation and providing better connections (13% of comments) 

 Safe trails that are both pedestrian and bike friendly should be provided (9% of comments) 

 Light rail – specifically, that light rail should be further examined (4% of comments) 

 A better mix and organization of modes of traffic is needed (4% of comments) 

 Better, continuous maintenance of highways is needed (3% of comments) 



May 7, 2015 

19 
 

 Complete our regional trails (e.g., Creekwalk, Erie Canalway Trail) (3% of comments) 

Several respondents shared very specific comments, including parking concerns, the need for better 

lighting, and the need to maintain our “20-minute” city.   

See the attached report for a complete listing of all comments received. 

VII. Modifications to Goals and Objectives Based on Results 
The online survey closed to the public on January 26, 2015.  SMTC staff reviewed the survey’s results in 

February 2015.  This review concluded that: 

 Survey responses did not suggest that any of the existing goals or objectives should be 

eliminated 

 The wording of some of the objectives was confusing to some people and revised language 

should be considered 

 Additional planning themes and objectives identified by members of the public should be 

considered 

 Several ideas for possible “regionally significant projects” were raised that should be considered 

for inclusion in the LRTP 

SMTC staff determined that many of the planning themes and plan objectives identified by members of 

the public were either already being addressed within the LRTP’s planning framework or were outside 

the scope of what the LRTP is intended to consider, such as recommending a specific alternative to the I-

81 viaduct project.  Additionally, some project-specific recommendations, such as constructing a 

freeway segment on the southwest side of Syracuse (the Western Bypass concept), have been 

previously studied and determined to be infeasible.   

A brief summary of the survey’s results was presented to the members of the LRTP Study Advisory 

Committee (SAC) at the February 10, 2015 SAC meeting2.  As part of this summary, SMTC staff asked SAC 

members to consider the following modifications to the LRTP’s planning themes, goals and objectives 

and to the list of “regionally significant projects”.   

Planning Themes for Consideration 

 Ensure that the mobility needs of an aging population are incorporated into transportation 

planning and project development 

 

 Ensure transportation planning is conducted in the most fiscally responsible means possible. 

                                                            
2 This was the eighth SAC meeting.  For a complete record of the LRTP’s SAC meetings or a listing of the 
committee’s members, please contact the SMTC. 
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Additional Objectives for Consideration 

Accessibility & Mobility goal: 

 Enhance public transit options for suburban communities 

 Configure transit service to make suburb-to-suburb commuting feasible 

 Enhance transit waiting experience: add/maintain shelters 

Freight goal: 

 Ensure that improvements to freight facilities do not come at the expense of environmental 

quality & quality of life 

Safety, security and resiliency goal: 

 Ensure the safe movement of hazardous materials through our region (rail and truck) 

Objectives Recommended for Modification 

Natural Environment and Energy Conservation Goal: 

 Change “Increase the transit mode share” to “Increase the number of people using transit” 

Reliability Goal: 

 Change: “Improve utilization of transit vehicles” to “Match bus routes and schedules to rider 

demand” 

System Preservation Goal: 

 Change “Preserve and maintain” to “Improve and maintain” for all objectives 

SAC Review 

SAC members discussed these suggestions.  SAC members identified the “aging population” theme as 

singling out a segment of the population unnecessarily.  The “fiscal constraint” theme is fundamental to 

the LRTP process, and is already made sufficiently clear in existing federal legislation. 

The SAC’s consensus was that none of the objectives suggested for the Accessibility & Mobility goal 

were appropriate objectives for the LRTP to pursue.  The ReMap study (1999) identified strategies for 

restructuring the transit system away from a traditional “hub and spoke” model by creating multiple 

hubs and more local feeder/circulator routes.  This has never been implemented, in large part due to 

the projected cost of the restructuring and a lack of financial resources.   

SAC members identified the proposed Freight objective as being duplicative with existing objectives. 
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SAC members discussed the proposed Safety, Security and Resiliency objective and SAC members stated 

that this was a worthy objective and may be something that the LRTP could monitor (e.g., “number of 

hazardous materials spills” by mode per reporting period).  However, this is not something that can be 

directly addressed through transportation investments, other than by improving the transportation 

system as outlined in other objectives, and is therefore not an appropriate LRTP objective.  

The SAC also discussed adding an Accessibility and Mobility objective to address survey respondents’ 

concerns related to sidewalk snow clearing.  Ideas discussed included tracking the total number of 

sidewalk snow removal programs in place (run by municipalities, non-profits, volunteer-based, BIDs, 

etc.) in a given year, or the number of miles of sidewalk in the region covered by such programs.   

Of the recommendations that emerged as a result of the survey, only one was identified by SAC 

members as warranting a change to the existing set of goals and objectives.  This was to make the 

following wording change to an objective under the Natural Environment and Energy Conservation Goal: 

the objective “Increase the transit mode share” will be changed to “Increase the percentage of 

commuter trips using transit.” 
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Long Range Transportation Plan Public Meetings Summary (April 2015) 
 
Overview 
 
The SMTC held four public meetings in April 2015.  These were scheduled as follows:   

• Thursday, April 16, 2015 at the DeWitt Town Hall, 5400 Butternut Drive, East Syracuse 
• Monday, April 20, 2015 at the Camillus Town Hall, 4600 W. Genesee Street, Syracuse 
• Wednesday, April 22, 2015 at the Liverpool Public Library, 310 Tulip Street, Liverpool 
• Monday, April 27, 2015 at City Hall Commons, 201 E. Washington St., Syracuse 

 
All meetings were drop-in/open-house style meetings.  The first three meetings ran from 6:00 p.m. to 
8:00 p.m.; the final meeting ran from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.   
 
Attendance  
 
A total of 38 people attended the meetings, based on review of the sign-in sheets.  The City Hall 
Commons meeting had by far the greatest attendance, with 21 people.  The Liverpool meeting had 7 
people attend, and the DeWitt and Camillus meetings each had 5 people attend. 
 
The most common ZIP codes provided at sign-in were 13210 (University Hill area) with 9 people and 
13202 (downtown area) with 8 people.  The 13088 (Liverpool area) ZIP code and the 13203 (City-
northside area) ZIP codes each had 3 attendees.  The remaining attendees were scattered throughout 
ZIP codes across the region.  
 
Public Meeting Notice 
 
Notice of the four public meetings was provided through several avenues beginning in late March 2015.  
A flier (attached) announcing the four public meetings was created and distributed to local, state and 
federal elected officials; various community partners (Spanish Action League, Chambers of Commerce, 
community centers, libraries, etc.); Study Advisory Committee members; local coffee shops (Cafe’ Kubal, 
Dunkin Donuts, Starbucks Armory Square); and the Centro Hub. The flier was also included in the 
SMTC’s spring 2015 Directions newsletter, which is mailed to nearly 4,300 people.  An e-blast 
announcing the public meetings was sent to the SMTC e-mail list (approximately 350 recipients), TNT, 
the SMTC Bicycle/Pedestrian Community Interest Group, 40 Below, and other local listservs.  The e-blast 
was then forwarded to additional individuals by various members of these groups. A press release and 
flier was also sent to the SMTC’s typical media outlets (television, newspapers, radio).  The SMTC also 
posted word of the upcoming meetings on the SMTC Facebook page and the SMTC LRTP website.  The 
public meetings were announced on the SMTC LRTP website beginning in late March 2015. 
 
LRTP Website Traffic 
 
Public meeting materials were also made available on the SMTC LRTP website starting on April 13, 2015.  
Meeting materials included the SMTC brochure and LRTP Frequently Asked Questions; images of the 
display boards sharing the LRTP purpose, goals and objectives; images of the Existing Conditions in Our 
Region display boards; and images of the display boards discussing the LRTP Financial Analysis and 
Future Plans.  All public meeting materials are attached. 
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Visitor traffic to the SMTC LRTP website totaled nearly 1400 “hits” between October 2014 and the end 
of April 2015.  A sizeable uptick in traffic to the LRTP website occurred in April 2015. There were also 
101 hits to the LRTP public meeting flier on the SMTC website during the month of April.   
 
 SMTC LRTP Website Traffic 

Month # of “Hits”  
Oct 82 
Nov 75 
Dec 163 
Jan 233 
Feb 140 
Mar 147 
Apr 556 
Total 1396 

 
 
Public Meeting Content and Feedback 
 
Four stations were set up at each of the public meetings to engage the public (public meeting materials 
are attached).  The first station included an area to sign-in, the SMTC display board, and copies of 
various SMTC publications, including the SMTC brochure which explains who and what the SMTC is.  
Station One also included a list of LRTP Frequently Asked Questions. 
 
Station Two included four boards which explained the purpose of the Long Range Transportation Plan, 
its goals and objectives, and shared public feedback received on the goals and objectives through the 
December 2014/January 2015 online survey.  The final board of the station explained how the LRTP will 
include performance measures and targets for each objective so that our progress towards achieving 
the targets can be tracked over time. 
 
Station Three included eight boards summarizing the existing conditions in the SMTC region, including 
data and maps on where we live and work, how we commute, the condition of our infrastructure, 
freight/rail/air travel information, as well as safety and transit-related data.   
 
The fourth station included the LRTP financial analysis, explaining that our plan must be fiscally-
constrained.  This station noted three projects that are priorities in the SMTC region:  A solution to the I-
81 Viaduct Project; the desire for an enhanced transit system, and the desire for an expanded trail 
network. Based on recent levels of funding, a substantial amount of money is not anticipated for 
additional projects in our plan.  However, the SMTC realizes there are other projects that the community 
would like to see happen.  At Station Four we asked, “If transportation funding increases in the future, 
what additional projects should we prioritize?” The public was asked to provide feedback on a list of 
potential future projects that had been developed with input from our Study Advisory Committee 
members.  Meeting attendees could also add potential projects to the list.    The results are noted within 
the following table. 
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If Transportation Funding Increases in the Future, What Additional Projects Should We Prioritize? 
Potential Future Project Public Feedback              

(# of “votes” for each 
potential project)  

Increased maintenance work to bring pavement and bridges to good condition 8 
New exit from I-481 to Syracuse University 2 
Completion of the Route 481 exit at Caughdenoy Road (Clay) 0 
Improvements to the I-81/I-90 interchange 0 
Development of an Intermodal Freight Center in DeWitt 1 
Build-out of Complete Streets within the Syracuse Lakefront 1 
New railroad bridge over Park Street 2 
Flood control on Route 298 through “Rattlesnake Gulch” (Cicero)  2 
New sidewalk construction 1 
Completion of the Erie Canalway Trail 5 
On-road bicycle infrastructure 8 
Removal of Thruway tolls within the Syracuse region 1 
Transit-oriented development near the Regional Transit Center 3 
*Pedestrian safety “Complete Streets” 10 
*Bus Rapid Transit OR utilizing existing rail for passenger transit 1 
*Added by meeting attendees 

 
A flip chart was also available at Station Four for meeting attendees to provide general comments, 
which are noted below: 
 
Comments Received at Station 4 
Connect the bike trail (Erie Canalway Trail) from Camillus canal to DeWitt.  We have 1,000s of bikers 
that cannot safety make the connection from West to East.  Linda V.   
Synchronize downtown traffic lights. (2 attendees suggested this) 
Make railroad crossings over Onondaga Lake Parkway into a grade crossing. 
Rebuild James St. from Thompson Rd. to downtown by reducing it to 2 lanes and providing turn arrow 
signals at intersections, also providing bus pull over areas.  4 lanes we have now are very dangerous.   
Create citizen review board for Centro transportation.  Board should meet on a regular basis – this will 
keep the public involved and informed. 
Environmental Justice Analysis should include Ride-to-Work funding to help poor get jobs since without 
a job, they don’t have money to buy a car. 
Safety should include not just accidents but also crime for walking, biking. 
Funding to “Ladders for Success” with nonprofit models. 
Swap the State’s Route 370 (Onondaga Lake Parkway) for the County’s Old Liverpool Road.  Reduce 
Parkway to 3 lanes with bike lanes. 
 
 
A Comment Station was provided at each public meeting, which included a general overall comment 
form for receiving comments about transportation in the SMTC planning area, as well as map-based 
comment forms for identifying locations of specific transportation concern within the entire MPO 
planning area.  The following comments were received during the public meetings: 
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Feedback Received Via Comment Forms at Public Meetings 
Comment Meeting Location 
It would be great to have sidewalks along Milton Ave. from Route 173 to the 
Village of Camillus 

Camillus 

Sidewalks along Knowell Road would be great for the two neighborhoods. Camillus 
The Superintendent of Highways for the Town of Camillus suggested several 
possible pedestrian amenities, from sidewalks to off-road trails, within Camillus, 
and connecting to nearby communities.  Specifically mentioned was upgrading 
Milton Ave. to also serve as a pedestrian and bicycle corridor within the town.  

Camillus 

I’m really interested in making the City of Syracuse and surrounding region more 
accessible by transportation modes other than just cars: walking, bikes, transit!  It 
really bothers me that there are so many places you can’t get to unless you are in 
a car.  There are a lot of people who would like to get out of their cars for some 
transportation trips, but don’t have infrastructure that makes them feel safe.  We 
also have a sizeable population that really cannot afford cars and have great 
difficulty getting to where they need/want to be.  Your information cites that a 
higher percentage of serious accidents and fatalities are associated with bicyclists 
and pedestrians than with others.  This reflects the need for complete streets and 
appropriate, safe infrastructure.  I would love to be able to walk or ride bikes 
anywhere with my 9-year old grandson.   

Syracuse 

The proposals and scope outline potential new options for mass transit in CNY.  
This could be bus rapid transit or the use of existing passenger rail lines that are 
strictly used for freight purposes right now.  OnTrack had a rocky history but few 
cities have an existing rail line through their major attractions, neighborhoods, 
and downtown.  If the 2050 study can analyze this rail line and perhaps 
predict/forecast how freight use/traffic will occur on that line.  With the I-81 
construction looming soon, Syracuse needs new creative mass transit options to 
decrease congestion while the I-81 viaduct demolition and whatever replaces it is 
being built. 

Syracuse 

• Consider other coordinated right of way improvements (sewer and water) 
when implementing the plan. 

• Please consider development of a more coordinated unobtrusive signage 
plan. 

• Work with other agencies to identify additional funding sources (TIGER, 
Environmental Facilities Corp, etc.) 

• Technology is quickly developing.  Consider opportunities for innovation 
demonstrations (Solar Roadway). 

Syracuse 

 
 
An on-line map-based comment form was also available from the SMTC LRTP website, so that the public 
could share comments at/about specific locations in the SMTC area.  This could be accessed during the 
public meetings themselves on personal smartphones or other mobile devices, if desired, via QR code, 
or by navigating to the SMTC LRTP website.  The public could click on a specific street, intersection or 
other location and leave a comment. The on-line map generated the following comments (as of May 8, 
2015): 
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Feedback Received Through the SMTC LRTP Website 
Comment Category 
In the spirit of being forward thinking and future-orientated, please consider park-and-
ride depots in the suburbs with buses or light rail that are attractive (e.g., WIFI-equipped, 
comfortable seating) and frequently and conveniently scheduled. Service for people who 
live inside the city should also have access to convenient ways to get around town. 

Bus/Transit 

Better access to Western Lights Pedestrian 
For communities to the southeast, Brighton Ave and Rt. 481 represent a dangerous 
barrier to safe bicycling to and from the city. Safe bike infrastructure is needed along 
Brighton Ave. in both directions. Ram's Gulch (at Rock Cut Road) could serve as a safe 
connection across Rt. 481 to a bike trail along the railroad right of way to the end of 
Jamesville Ave. 

Bicycle 

The right of way along LaFayette Rd. between the Syracuse City line and Rt. 173 is not safe 
for bicyclists because there are no shoulders and cars travel at 30 mph or faster. This 
section of road is a problem because LaFayette Rd. is a great bicycle route to the south, 
but leads to these dangerous conditions as it approaches Brighton Ave. 

Bicycle 

Bike commuters from southeast communities (Jamesville, South Fayetteville, Lafayette) 
have significant topographic barriers between them and the city of Syracuse. The steep 
hill along North Road to Jamesville and Nottingham Rd. are very difficult to climb on a 
commute to or from work. A gently sloping, and very scenic bike trail could be designed to 
connect from Nottingham Rd at Jamesville Rd. (across the gravel sloping lands above 481) 
all the way to the end of Jamesville Ave (at the railroad ROW). This trail could serve new 
development parcels near the old quarry lands below the Nottingham hill, connecting 
southern Dewitt, Fayetteville, Jamesville, and LaFayette to the City of Syracuse. 

Bicycle 

What about getting OnTrack back up and running in some form? Bus/Transit 
I am both a car driver and a pedestrian and appreciate the need to serve both populations 
but I remain concerned that too many car driving commuters do not appreciate the need 
to reduce car traffic to sustainable levels both for our environment and our infrastructure. 
I hope that future projects continue to incorporate amenities for walkability such as 
sidewalks, crosswalks with traffic signals, possible pedestrian bridges over high car traffic 
roads, etc.  Making walking more pleasant and safe could encourage more people to feel 
comfortable walking instead of driving, or at least parking further away from their 
destination in multiple use parking lots rather than expecting a parking space contiguous 
to each store or business.  Generally the city of Syracuse, but my comment applies to 
most business corridors like Erie Blvd., as well as those outside the city such as the West 
Genesee/Camillus corridor, the Route 11/North Syracuse corridor, and the East Genesee 
Dewitt/Fayetteville corridor. 

Pedestrian 

Between Syracuse and Fayetteville, there are 3 areas that need attention.  Intersection of 
NY 5/NY 257 and Salt Springs Road, denoted in the map, is often clogged westbound 
mornings and eastbound evenings.  Traffic seems to have grown in recent years thanks to 
new housing developments in/near Chittenango.  Also a problem: the Lyndon Corners 
intersection (NY5, NY92 and Lyndon Rd) in DeWitt, just a few miles to the west.   There 
have been many mornings where I have had to wait through two or three complete cycles 
of the traffic signals at both intersections because traffic was backed up so far.  Evenings, 
5/92 is bad from 481 to Lyndon - people weaving to get over to Wegmans, and people 
changing lanes at last second before 5/92 split. I-690 was originally intended to continue 

Vehicle 
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Feedback Received Through the SMTC LRTP Website 
Comment Category 
eastward beyond I-481, as evidenced by unused ramps and stubs at the 481/690 
interchange.  I strongly recommend revisiting this idea and connecting 690 to a new 
Thruway interchange near Chittenango. 
Route 5 from just east of the Route 257 intersection in Fayetteville, all the way through 
Lyndon Corners (and beyond) has zero shoulder, forcing bicycles to ride in the traffic lane.  
And because there are several storm grates which are not flush with the pavement 
bicyclists have to choose between riding over the stiff bumps caused by the storm grates 
(some of those potholes/ruts are pretty deep and dangerous) or to ride further out into 
the traffic lane (also dangerous).  Would like to see road widened and/or restriped for 
dedicated bike lanes for the entire length.  Also worth noting Route 5 eastbound going up 
the hill from N. Burdick St. to Route 257: traffic is supposed to merge from 2 lanes to one 
as directed by a yellow diagonal sign.  Most of the time traffic merges but during the 
afternoon rush hour many drivers ignore this directive and maintain 2 separate lanes 
which occupy the entire width of the road leaving no shoulder. 

Bicycle 

Heading west on 5 from Fayetteville to Syracuse. The line approaching the traffic signal at 
Route 257 was so long, I stopped for the first time east of the post office. And then had to 
wait multiple times before I could finally get to the actual intersection and through the 
light. This is ridiculous. Route 5 can't handle this much traffic. We need to add more lanes 
or extend 690. 

Vehicle 

Heading home from work yesterday, I witnessed a very dangerous situation caused by 
traffic congestion.  I was headed south on I-481, preparing to use Exit 3E for Routes 5/92 
east.  Traffic was backed up (and stopped!) through the entire exit lane and into the far-
right traffic lane of 481.  As I waited, another major hazard: a motorist trying to bypass 
the delay and cut in at the last moment upon realizing there was no room to cut-in simply 
stopped dead in the CENTER lane of a 65mph interstate -- until someone allowed them to 
cut in.  Meanwhile other vehicles had to slam on the brakes and move to the far left lane, 
a dangerous move when people already in that far left lane are doing 65+ mph. Having 
the exit ramp double as the Exit 3W entrance ramp only exacerbates the problem as 
people exiting will sometimes stop or severely slow down to let people in even though 
exit-ers have right-of-way over mergers. 

Vehicle 

 
People wishing to provide comments could also e-mail them directly to the SMTC or use the “Tell us 
what you think!” comment page of the SMTC’s LRTP 2050 website.  As of July 15, 2015 the following 
comments had been received by one or the other of these means: 
 
Feedback Received By E-mail or through the LRTP’s “Tell us what you think!” page 
Comment Category 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
I am not sure the best way to express my concern, but the Mayor of the Village of 
Fayetteville has already told me this matter is out of his hands because the problem 
involves state highways, rather than village roads. 
 
I moved to Brookside Lane in the Village of Fayetteville in August 2013.  Even if you do not 
know exactly where that is, the important part is that it's just off route 5, on the eastern 

Vehicle 
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Feedback Received By E-mail or through the LRTP’s “Tell us what you think!” page 
Comment Category 
outskirts of the village, between route 257 and Green Lakes State Park. 
 
Even though we moved to the neighborhood less than two years ago, we are noticing an 
increase in the rush hour traffic levels on route 5.  They are becoming increasingly 
frustrating. 
 
For example, this morning: my commute from Fayetteville to work in Fulton should take 
40 minutes.  However, it took about 20 minutes just to drive the 3.6 miles from my home 
to I-481 in DeWitt and the overall commute wound up taking 55 minutes.  It is ridiculous 
that 36% of my actual commute time (or 50% of the projected commute time) is devoted 
to just the first 3.6 miles of a 35-mile commute. 
 
The two main problems on this 3.6-mile stretch?  The intersection of route 5 and 257 in 
Fayetteville is the main problem.  The "Lyndon Corners" intersection of routes 5 and 92 in 
DeWitt is the second big problem. 
 
Let's start with 5 and 257.  This complex intersection includes not just the two state 
routes, but also Salt Springs Road, which comes in at an odd angle which actually forces it 
to be treated as two separate intersections, with two sets of traffic lights working in 
tandem with each other.  Because the intersection is handling traffic from so many 
directions, there are many phases of the light, so there is an unusually long wait between 
green lights. 
 
It is not uncommon in the morning for westbound drivers on route 5 to make their first 
stop for this light as far east as the Nice-n-Easy (1/4 mile away) or even the intersection of 
Huntleigh Ave (0.4 miles away).  And when that happens, you know you'll be sitting 
through at least 3 or 4 complete cycles of the light before you finally make it through the 
intersection. 
 
Route 5 is one lane in each direction at this point.  It cannot handle the existing traffic 
load, and I imagine it will only get worse: a new apartment complex is pending approval 
by the Village to go up along route 5 next to the aforementioned Nice-n-Easy; the Yellow 
Brick Road Casino just opened in Chittenango (with route 5 offering a direct connection 
from Syracuse) and there have been more and more housing developments in 
Chittenango over recent years. 
 
The afternoon is not much better; as Route 5 narrows from two lanes in each direction to 
one as it approaches the heart of Fayetteville, there is often a similarly-long line of cars 
waiting for these traffic lights coming eastbound.  Even after the road officially narrows 
down to one lane, vehicles heading towards Salt Springs commonly ignore the merge and 
nose their way into creating an unofficial extended right turn lane, in anticipation for the 
split. 
 
The other big culprit, as I mentioned, is Lyndon Corners.  As if the Y-split of busy routes 5 
and 92 isn't enough, you have Lyndon and Bridlepath Roads in the mix as well, creating a 
5-way intersection.  Once again, it takes a long time to get through a cycle of the traffic 
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Feedback Received By E-mail or through the LRTP’s “Tell us what you think!” page 
Comment Category 
light because you have the side streets, and there are some left turn signal phases as 
well.  Compounding the problem people seem to take a long time to get going when the 
light turns green, so if you're 10 or 15 cars back, the light's already turning red again by 
the time the cars in front of you finally start to move up.  This intersection is busy enough 
that it should be considered for conversion into a full interchange, so no traffic would ever 
have to stop at all.  Such treatment has already been granted to other intersections with 
far less traffic; why not this one? 
 
The only other alternative is to extend Interstate 690 eastward from its current terminus, 
as it was originally intended.  With more and more people building homes in Chittenango, 
plus the new casino, it's becoming apparent that route 5 (and route 290) are just not 
equipped to handle the load.  People living in these areas need relief.  It shouldn't take 20 
minutes just to drive 3½ miles. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this comment. 
 
 
To Quote Ronald Regan: Tear down this wall!  
 

N/A 

Our community needs an approach to transportation that doesn't  focus on automobiles 
as the only method of transport, with 'other' modes sprinkled in afterwards. We need to 
approach every area of the Syracuse Metro with the idea that people can, and should be 
encouraged, to travel by walking, biking, public transportation and private automobile. 
We also need to ensure that people who do not travel by automobile are not marginalized 
- our community needs a much better network of sidewalks, bike lanes and transit 
stops/shelters/routes - to ensure that everyone can get around effectively and with 
dignity. Thank You. 

Complete 
Streets 

 
 
Summary 
 
The majority of the comments received during the public meeting process focused on maintaining 
existing transportation infrastructure (or increased maintenance work to bring pavement, bridges, etc. 
into good condition); improving/expanding transit; and suggestions for increased bicycle and pedestrian 
amenities (including completing the Erie Canalway Trail through Syracuse) and Complete Streets.   
 
There was not significant support for new/additional projects (other than the three priority projects for 
the region).   

 



SYRACUSE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL

Thursday, April 16, 2015 
Drop in anytime from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.: 
DeWitt Town Hall, 5400 Butternut Drive, East Syracuse

Monday, April 20, 2015 
Drop in anytime from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.:
Camillus Town Hall, 4600 W. Genesee Street, Syracuse

Wednesday, April 22, 2015 
Drop in anytime from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.:
Liverpool Public Library, 310 Tulip Street, Liverpool

Monday, April 27, 2015 
Drop in anytime from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m.: 
City Hall Commons, 201 E. Washington St., Syracuse

What is a Long Range Transportation Plan? 
The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) is in the process of 
creating an entirely new 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). This 
document serves as a blueprint that guides the Syracuse Metropolitan Planning 
Area’s transportation development over a 25-year-plus period. Preparing for the 
Greater Syracuse Metropolitan Area’s transportation future involves careful 
planning. How does transportation affect our air quality? What is the condition of 
our roads and bridges? What kinds of facilities and services are needed to support 
planned growth or improve the safety of our transportation system? These are just 
some of the questions addressed by the Long Range Transportation Plan. 

Come share your thoughts at one of the 
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
PUBLIC MEETINGS. 
The same materials will be presented at 
each meeting. 

For more information or to request accommodations: 
The meeting sites are accessible to people with disabilities. For more information 
about the LRTP process or to request special accommodations for a meeting, 
please contact Meghan Vitale, SMTC Principal Planner, at (315) 422-5716 or 
mvitale@smtcmpo.org. 

126 North Salina Street, Suite 100, Syracuse, NY 13202
Phone (315) 422-5716   Fax (315) 422-7753   www.smtcmpo.org 

Can’t make the meeting in person? 
Meeting materials will be available online from 
April 13 until May 1 at www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050

What do you want our transportation system 
to look like in 10 years? In 25 years? 
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Transportation Improvement Program 

SYRACUSE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL   

LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

 
What is the SMTC? 
The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council is the State-designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
for Onondaga County and portions of Oswego and Madison Counties. The SMTC is the region’s forum for cooperative 
decision making when it comes to developing transportation plans, programs and recommendations.   The SMTC is 
made up of officials representing local, state and federal governments or agencies with an interest in comprehensive 
transportation policies and services.  

What area do you cover? 
The area that the SMTC covers is called its Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA). The MPA includes all of Onondaga 
County, the Town of Sullivan in Madison County and the Towns of Hastings, Schroeppel and West Monroe, plus a small 
area of the Town of Granby, in Oswego County.  

How are you funded and where does that money come from?  
The SMTC’s annual planning budget is approximately $1.2 million. Funds are provided by both the Federal Highway and 
Federal Transit Administrations to the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT).  NYSDOT allocates 
funding to the Metropolitan Planning Organizations throughout New York State on a formula basis. This funding is used 
strictly for metropolitan transportation planning activities and is not used for capital expenses. 

What do you mean by ‘capital projects’ and ‘capital expenses’? 
A ‘capital project’ is a major construction project or acquisition.  It includes all transportation modes: facilities for 
pedestrians and cyclists, purchasing buses and maintaining, improving and constructing roads and bridges.  ‘Capital 
expenses’ are the costs associated with capital projects. 

What is the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)? 
The Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) sets the long-
term goals and objectives for the region’s transportation 
system.  The LRTP will guide how transportation funds are 
invested in the region over the next 35 years. 

What is the budget for capital projects?  Where does 
the money come from?  
The SMTC prepares the Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP), a multi-year listing of all capital projects within 
the MPA that have been selected for receipt of federal 
transportation dollars from the Federal Highway and Federal 
Transit Administrations.  The current TIP totals nearly $332 
million over 5 years, allocated as follows: 

• $277 million for Highway-related projects 
• $55 million for Transit-related projects 
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Who selects the projects that are funded? 
All SMTC member agencies are involved in some fashion in the selection process.  In many cases, municipal planners and 
engineers generate lists of potential improvements based on studies, analysis and public input.  Projects are evaluated by 
the SMTC Capital Projects Committee, which consists of SMTC staff and representatives from city, county and state  
agencies.  After projects are evaluated, an initial listing of recommended projects is released for public comment and 
then moved forward to the SMTC Planning and Policy Committees for approval. 

How much of your money is spent on maintenance of roads, bridges and other facilities?   
Typically, more than three-quarters of all federal transportation funding in our area goes to maintenance of existing 
infrastructure.  In the current TIP, 80% of the total funds (highway and transit) are allocated for maintenance activities.  
This includes activities that preserve or maintain our existing infrastructure or replace infrastructure ‘in-kind’ (i.e. 
replace with the same structure, without an increase in the capacity of the system).  Examples include paving roads, 
reconstructing roads (without adding lanes), painting bridges, replacing or rehabilitating bridges (without adding travel 
lanes), or replacing buses.  

How is the SMTC involved in the discussions about I-81?   
Between 2008 and 2013, the SMTC was directly involved with the public participation for the NYSDOT’s I-81 Corridor 
Study.  This effort was known as The I-81 Challenge. Since the completion of the I-81 Corridor Study in July 2013, the 
NYSDOT has moved into the next phase of the process, and the SMTC has no longer been directly involved in 
conducting public outreach for the project.  The NYSDOT is currently undertaking the environmental review of the I-81 
corridor, which includes a public participation element led solely by the NYSDOT.  The SMTC is continuing to provide 
technical support to the I-81 Viaduct Project, in the form of assistance with the region’s travel demand model (a 
computer model for evaluating the impact of various options on travel patterns in the region).  SMTC staff and member 
agencies continue to stay informed about the NYSDOT’s process through participation on the NYSDOT’s Study 
Advisory Working Groups and through periodic updates provided by the NYSDOT during meetings of the SMTC’s 
Policy Committee.  

How is the SMTC involved in discussions about proposed service changes at Centro?  
Centro is one of the SMTC’s member agencies and receives federal funding through the TIP.  This federal funding is a 
part of Centro’s annual budget.  Centro’s Board of Members is responsible for adopting a budget and approving any 
services changes.  The Board is composed of representatives of Onondaga, Oswego, Cayuga, and Oneida counties as 
well as the City of Syracuse.  The SMTC as an agency has no role on Centro’s Board of Members and, therefore, no 
direct influence on proposed service changes at Centro.    

Can you fix the potholes on my street?   
The SMTC is a planning body that makes recommendations and provides funding for maintenance and other activities.  
The SMTC does not own or maintain transportation facilities.  Individual member agencies are responsible for 
maintenance of their own facilities.  

How can I become more involved in what you do?  
Join our e-mail list and you will receive Directions, the newsletter of the SMTC.  Keep checking our website 
(www.smtcmpo.org) for the dates and times of our Planning Committee and Policy Committee meetings or other study-
specific public meetings. Follow the SMTC on Facebook at Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council.  All SMTC 
meetings are open to the public.   

When will the LRTP be completed?  
The 2050 LRTP must be completed by October 2015.  This will be our first entirely new LRTP since 1995.   
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Average Weekday Ridership by Centro Route (2013)

10 South Salina - Nedrow 

1,619

36 Camillus 

970

40 Drumlins - Nob Hill

1,296

46 Liverpool - Route 57

334

48 Liverpool - Morgan

343

50 Destiny USA

603

16 North Salina - Buckley Rd 

757

20/21/22/23 James Street

2,005

26/28 South Ave./Valley Drive

1,386

30 Westcott - SU 

471

52 Court Street

1,289

68 East Fayette - Erie Blvd

1,049

72 Townsend - East Colvin

152

74 Solvay

638

76 Salt Springs

875

80 Grant Blvd

746

54 Midland - Valley Drive

715

58 Parkhill

275

62 Manlius

251

64/66
Western Lights 
& Grand Ave. 

1,064

88 N. Syracuse - Central Square 

343

82 Baldwinsville

172

84 Mattydale

324

86 Henry Clay

192

448

443/643 SU - Connective Corridor

=50 Riders

Route NameRoute #

# of riders per weekday

Transit

Over 18,000 people ride the 
primary Centro bus routes on 
an average weekday in the 
Syracuse area.

All Centro routes in the region 
run to and from the Centro 
Transit Hub in Downtown 
Syracuse.

Weekday bus ridership is 
highest on the routes that 
serve City of Syracuse 
neighborhoods and adjacent 
suburbs; the James Street 
corridor has the highest daily 
bus ridership.

The Centro Transit Hub at Salina St. and Adams St. in downtown 
Syracuse opened in 2012.

Key
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Suggestions for additional projects

Based on recent levels of funding, we do not 
anticipate a substantial amount of money to 
be available for additional projects in our 
plan.  But we know there are other projects 
that the community would like to see happen. 

Our member agencies provided some suggestions, listed below.  
Tell us which projects you support, or suggest other ideas. 

Some projects that are discussed in our community have been examined in the 
past. Previous planning studies recommended that these projects NOT move 
forward, generally because the costs substantially outweighed the benefits or 
the project did not support the objectives of the LRTP. These projects include: 
• Completion of I-481 west of Syracuse (the ‘Western Bypass’)
• New I-81 interchange between Route 31 and Brewerton  
• Extension of the Baldwinsville Bypass (Route 631) to Route 48
• Extension or relocation of Route 290 in DeWitt and Manlius

POTENTIAL FUTURE PROJECT
YOUR FEEDBACK
(Place a sticker in the box for projects you’d like to see included 
in the plan, dependent on future availability of funds.)  

New exit from I-481 to Syracuse University

Completion of the Route 481 exit at Caughdenoy Road (Clay)

Improvements to the I-81/I-90 interchange

Development of an Intermodal Freight Center in DeWitt

Build-out of Complete Streets within the Syracuse Lakefront

New railroad bridge over Park Street

Flood control on Route 298 through “Rattlesnake Gulch” (Cicero) 

New sidewalk construction

Completion of the Erie Canalway Trail

On-road bicycle infrastructure 

Removal of Thruway tolls within the Syracuse region

Transit-oriented development near the Regional Transit Center

Increased maintenance work to bring pavement and bridges 
to good condition

• The I-81 Viaduct Project:  advance a solution that addresses the 
transportation needs identified in the I-81 Corridor Study (July 2013) and 
supports the goals of the LRTP 

• Enhanced transit system: progress the Syracuse Metropolitan Area Regional 
Transit Study to identify a preferred alternative that supports the LRTP goals

• Expanded regional trail network: progress projects identified in existing plans

We have heard from the community through previous 
work that the following three projects are priorities: 

If transportation funding increases in the future, 
what additional projects should we prioritize? 

Can’t make the meeting in-person?  
Please send us an email at 
contactus@smtcmpo.org 

to respond to this question. 



St
ay

in
g 

in
vo

lv
ed

A
re

 th
er

e 
ad

di
tio

na
l t

ra
ns

po
rta

tio
n 

iss
ue

s 
yo

u 
w

an
t u

s 
to

 b
e 

aw
ar

e 
of

, 
or

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s 
yo

u 
w

an
t o

ur
 p

la
n 

to
 c

on
sid

er
? 

   

C
om

pl
et

e 
a 

co
m

m
en

t f
or

m
 h

er
e

O
R

TH
A

N
K 

YO
U 

FO
R 

YO
UR

 P
A

RT
IC

IP
A

TIO
N

! 

42
2-

57
16

co
nt

ac
tu

s@
sm

tc
m

po
.o

rg

12
6 

N
. S

al
in

a 
St

., 
Su

ite
 1

00
, 

Sy
ra

cu
se

, N
Y 

13
20

2

C
on

ta
ct

 u
s a

ny
tim

e:
 

St
ay

 in
fo

rm
ed

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
LR

TP
 p

ro
ce

ss
! 

C
he

ck
 o

ur
 w

eb
sit

e 
fo

r u
pd

at
es

 o
r t

o 
jo

in
 o

ur
 m

ai
lin

g 
lis

t: 
w

w
w

.s
m

tc
m

po
.o

rg
 

Fo
llo

w
 u

s o
n 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 a
t 

Sy
ra

cu
se

 M
et

ro
po

lit
an

 T
ra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
C

ou
nc

il. 
 

Th
e 

LR
TP

 w
ill 

be
 c

om
pl

et
e 

by
 O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
5.

 

Us
e 

ou
r o

nl
in

e,
 m

ap
-b

as
ed

 
co

m
m

en
tin

g 
fo

rm
! 

Sc
an

 th
e 

Q
R 

co
de

 
or

 g
o 

to
 

ht
tp

:/
/t

in
yu

rl.
co

m
/lr

tp
20

50
 

Se
nd

 u
s 

an
 e

m
ai

l: 
co

nt
ac

tu
s@

sm
tc

m
po

.o
rg



MOVES results for SMTC model
Appendix

D:

SMTC 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan - 2020 Update



 

 

MEMO 
 

 

 
RSG 55 Railroad Row, White River Junction, Vermont 05001 www.rsginc.com  

 

TO: SMTC MPO 
FROM: RSG 
DATE: June 4, 2020 
SUBJECT: MOVES results for SMTC model runs 

  

RSG used MOVES2014b to estimate emissions inventories with the SMTC travel demand model 
(TDM). RSG ran MOVES once for each of three scenarios: 2017, 2050 No Build, and 2050 Build.  

Table 1 presents the 2017 and 2050 socio-economic (SE) data that were used as inputs for TDM 
runs, and which ultimately impact the VHT and VMT calculations needed to run MOVES.  

TABLE 1: HOUSEHOLDS AND EMPLOYMENT BY MUNICIPALITY IN 2017 AND 2050 

 

Town/City 2017 2050 Change % Change 2017 2050 Change % Change
Baldwinsville 2,608 2,765 157 6% 2,114 2,219 105 5%

Camillus 10,230 11,017 787 8% 7,975 8,850 875 11%
Central Square 1,036 1,148 112 11% 1,231 1,443 212 17%

Chittenango 1,622 1,730 108 7% 1,360 1,601 241 18%
Cicero 11,655 12,713 1,058 9% 12,079 13,400 1,321 11%

Clay 21,857 24,012 2,155 10% 20,817 28,169 7,352 35%
Dewitt 10,371 10,675 304 3% 41,148 45,401 4,253 10%

East Syracuse 1,366 1,364 -2 0% 3,037 3,254 217 7%
Elbridge 2,360 2,497 137 6% 2,466 3,391 925 38%

Fabius 728 778 50 7% 605 619 14 2%
Fayetteville 922 926 4 0% 534 692 158 30%

Geddes 4,457 4,494 37 1% 5,066 5,520 454 9%
Granby 44 47 3 7% 9 10 1 11%

Hastings 2,865 3,105 240 8% 1,277 1,356 79 6%
Lafayette 2,306 2,546 240 10% 1,204 1,257 53 4%
Liverpool 1,052 1,052 0 0% 1,482 1,585 103 7%
Lysander 7,781 9,250 1,469 19% 4,883 6,889 2,006 41%
Manlius 12,149 13,061 912 8% 9,778 10,263 485 5%

Marcellus 2,479 2,835 356 14% 1,651 1,797 146 9%
Minoa 660 660 0 0% 218 258 40 18%

North Syracuse 3,131 3,167 36 1% 2,879 3,056 177 6%
Onondaga 9,263 10,527 1,264 14% 7,586 8,283 697 9%

Otisco 978 1,013 35 4% 290 311 21 7%
Phoenix 1,020 1,098 78 8% 922 970 48 5%
Pompey 2,557 2,832 275 11% 446 512 66 15%

Salina 14,127 14,279 152 1% 18,707 20,069 1,362 7%
Schroeppel 2,337 2,472 135 6% 800 853 53 7%

Skaneateles 3,019 3,128 109 4% 4,646 5,061 415 9%
Solvay 3,033 2,978 -55 -2% 2,739 2,876 137 5%

Spafford 724 738 14 2% 172 183 11 6%
Sullivan 4,631 4,987 356 8% 2,227 2,567 340 15%

Syracuse 69,978 71,642 1,664 2% 102,078 114,971 12,893 13%
Tully 1,083 1,173 90 8% 1,063 1,158 95 9%

Van Buren 4,630 5,133 503 11% 3,364 3,819 455 14%
West Monroe 1,428 1,516 88 6% 423 462 39 9%

Total 220,487 233,358 12,871 6% 267,276 303,125 35,849 13%

Households Including Group Quarters Employment



 
RSG 55 Railroad Row, White River Junction, Vermont 05001 www.rsginc.com 2 

 

The 2050 No Build scenario was run using the base year network (2017) and future year (2050) SE 
data. Several changes were made to the network in order to prepare the 2050 Build network and are 
listed in Table 2 below along with the year in which the projects are expected to be completed.  

TABLE 2: FUTURE YEAR NETWORK PROJECTS 

Project Year 
 Route 370 at John Glenn Blvd intersection improvements 2030 

 Onondaga Lake Parkway safety improvements 2030 

 Reconstruct Rt 11 at Rt 49 intersection 2030 

 NY 31 at Thompson Rd and South Bay Rd intersection improvements 2030 

 Route 481 NB Off-Ramp at Circle Drive 2030 

 Caughdenoy Rd and NY 31 improvements 2030 

 Buckley Road from Hopkins Rd to Taft Rd Improvements 2030 

 N, S, E, W corridors interconnect expansion 2030 

 CENTRO Change in future peak and off-peak headways  2030 

 CENTRO New express transit route along I81 2030 

 CENTRO Two new BRT routes with identified stops 2030 

 I-81 Interchange at Rt 31 2040 

 Intersection improvements at NY 5 and NY 257 2040 

 Buckley Rd shared turn lane and Buckley at Bear intersection upgrades 2040 

 7th North Street at Buckley Rd intersection upgrades 2040 

 James Street three lane cross section from State to Grant and Shotwell 2040 

 Conversion of downtown streets to 2-way 2040 

 Roundabout at James and Shotwell/Grant 2040 

 Water St closure 2040 
 

The MOVES inputs files were constructed using two data sources. The first data source was the files 
that were constructed by NYSDEC and provided by the NYSDOT Environmental Services Bureau.: 

• 36067_2017_moves_inputs.xlsx 
• 36067IMCOV.xlsx 

The following input tables were created using data from the first two NYSODT environmental files 
listed above: 

• tables copied with no changes 
o fuelFormulation 
o AVFT 
o zoneMonthHour 
o monthVMTFraction 
o dayVMTFraction 
o hourVMTFraction 
o hotellingActivityDistribution 
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• tables copied with no changes except for replacing the year ID with the scenario’s year 
o sourceTypeAgeDistribution 
o fuelSupply 
o fuelUsageFraction 
o IM 

The second data source was the outputs from the scenario runs of the TDM. The following MOVES 
input tables were modified or created based on the TDM outputs: 

• tables copied with no changes in base year (2017) but with expanded numbers in future year 
(2050) (expansion accomplished by multiplying by ratio of 2050 total VMT to 2017 total 
VMT) 

o hotellingHours 
o sourceTypePopulation 

• tables based on TDM model outputs 
o speed distribution (speed distribution varies by road type but is identical across 

source types and hours of day) 
o ramp fraction 
o road type distribution (distribution is identical across source types) 
o total vmt by hpms vehicle type (Total VMT is from TDM; distribution between 

HPMS vehicle types copied from original table) 

The TDM outputs were for one typical weekday 24 hour period. To expand to an annual number, 
the TDM outputs were multiplied by 365. This likely overestimates the annual VMT since volumes 
are typically lower on weekends. However, the overall trends in terms of percentage differences 
between scenarios remain unaffected. 

Table 3 presents the emissions inventory results. Total emissions are substantially lower in 2050 
compared to 2017. The main driver behind this trend is that MOVES models increasing vehicle 
efficiencies in future years, which more than offsets the significant increase in overall VMT between 
2017 and 2050. Table 4 shows the VMT and VHT for each scenario.  

TABLE 3. MOVES EMISSIONS INVENTORY RESULTS 
 

Total Annual Emissions 
Pollutant Name Scenario 2017 Scenario 2050 

No Build 
Scenario 2050 

Build 
Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons 1.096.E+06 3.442.E+05 3.442.E+05 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1.801.E+07 5.822.E+06 5.816.E+06 
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 2.772.E+06 6.475.E+05 6.473.E+05 
Non-Methane Hydrocarbons 1.009.E+06 2.881.E+05 2.881.E+05 
Volatile Organic Compounds 1.037.E+06 2.970.E+05 2.970.E+05 
Atmospheric CO2 1.946.E+09 1.416.E+09 1.416.E+09 
Total Energy Consumption 2.698.E+13 1.959.E+13 1.958.E+13 
Petroleum Energy Consumption 2.469.E+13 1.775.E+13 1.774.E+13 
Fossil Fuel Energy Consumption 2.478.E+13 1.779.E+13 1.778.E+13 
CO2 Equivalent 1.946.E+09 1.416.E+09 1.416.E+09 

Units are Kilograms or KiloJoules 
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TABLE 4: VMT AND VHT COMPARISON 
 

SMTC Model Outputs 
Metric Scenario 2017 Scenario 2050 

No Build 
Scenario 2050 

Build 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 1.219E+07 1.349E+07 1.350E+07 
Vehicle Hours Traveled 2.992E+05 3.327E+05 3.321E+05 

The 2050 Build scenario has nearly identical VMT as the 2050 No Build but slightly lower overall 
VHT due to the addition of projects listed above. This slight reduction in VHT (congestion) leads to 
a slight reduction in overall emissions in the Build scenario. 
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2050 Long Range Transportation Plan  
Summary of Final (August 5, 2015) Public Meeting  
 
Overview 

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) held the final public meeting for the 2050 
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) on Wednesday, August 5, 2015 in the Lower Level Conference 
Room at the SMTC offices from 4:30 p.m. until 7:00 p.m.  SMTC staff presented an overview of the plan 
and its components at 5:00 p.m. and again at 6:00 p.m., each followed by a question and answer period. 

Meeting Attendance  

A total of 18 people attended the meeting, based on review of the sign-in sheets.   

The most common ZIP codes provided at sign-in were 13202 (downtown area) with 4 people and 13210 
(University Hill area) with 3 people.  The 13104 ZIP code was represented by 2 meeting attendees.  The 
remaining attendees that provided ZIP codes were scattered across the region.     

Meeting Notice 

Notice of the final public meeting was provided through various avenues starting in mid-July 2015.  A 
flier (attached) announcing the final public meeting for the Draft 2050 LRTP was created and distributed 
to local, state, and federal elected officials; county libraries; Study Advisory Committee members; and 
the Centro Hub. An e-blast announcing the public meeting was sent to the SMTC e-mail list 
(approximately 350 recipients), the SMTC Bicycle/Pedestrian Community Interest Group, 40 Below, and 
other local listservs.  The e-blast was then forwarded to additional individuals by various members of 
these groups. A press release and flier was also sent to the SMTC’s typical media outlets (television, 
newspapers, radio).  The SMTC also posted word of the upcoming meeting on the SMTC Facebook page 
and the SMTC LRTP website.  The public meeting was announced on the SMTC LRTP website beginning 
in mid-July 2015. In addition, the public meeting information was included in the Legal Notice that the 
SMTC issued on August 4, 2015, announcing the 30-day public comment period for the draft plan.   

LRTP Website Traffic 

Between April and August 2015, visitor traffic to the SMTC LRTP website totaled 1,918 “hits.”  April 2015 
saw 682 visitors to the website, likely due to the series of LRTP public meetings held during that month.  
July and August 2015 showed an increase in website traffic as well, likely related to the August 5 public 
meeting and announcement of the availability of the draft LRTP document.    

 SMTC LRTP Website Traffic 
Month # of “Hits”  
Apr  682 
May 114 
Jun  190 
Jul  513 
Aug  419 
Total 1,918 
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Public Meeting Content and Feedback 

The final public meeting was set up to include information previously shared at the four April public 
meetings, as well as additional information about the draft LRTP.  A series of boards were set up to 
engage the public in the lobby located just outside of the meeting room. Most of the display boards 
were the same as those used in the April 2015 meetings, with a few additions.  The new boards for the 
August meeting are attached to this summary. Similar to the April meetings, the first section of the 
display included an area to sign-in, the SMTC display board, and copies of  various SMTC publications, 
including the SMTC brochure which explains who and what the SMTC is, as well as a list of LRTP 
Frequently Asked Questions. 

In addition to the display boards previously used for the April public meetings (LRTP purpose, goals and 
objectives, existing conditions, etc. – see April 2015 public meetings summary), the final public meeting 
also included boards that addressed: the current transportation system performance, future conditions 
assessment, and an updated financial analysis.   

A Comment Station was provided at the public meeting, which included a form for receiving general 
comments about transportation in the SMTC planning area, as well as a take-away card with information 
on how to provide comments on the draft LRTP to the SMTC by September 3, 2015.  Several copies of 
the draft 2050 LRTP were available at the meeting for attendees to review.  Staff also noted that a copy 
of the draft was available for review at the Main Branch of the Onondaga County Public Library as well 
as on line via the SMTC LRTP website (www. http://www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050/DraftLRTP2050.asp).   

A PowerPoint presentation summarizing the draft LRTP document was given at 5:00 p.m. and again at 
6:00 p.m., each followed by a question/answer period.  The following questions and comments were 
discussed during the question/answer periods: 

Comments and discussion following LRTP presentations at August 5 public meeting 
Comment/Question Response/discussion 
With VMT trending down nationally, why 
is our regional per capita VMT expected to 
continue rising? 

Based on our discussions with local officials, the SMTC 
travel demand for the year 2050 includes a continuation of 
development into suburban areas of our region, which 
results in additional VMT.  We will monitor the actual 
development trends over time and can reevaluate this 
scenario if necessary in future plan updates.  

How does the plan account for 
autonomous vehicles? 

It does not – there is not a way to account for this in our 
travel demand model. 

How will capital projects be chosen in the 
future? 

Capital improvement projects are determined through the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) process.  TIP 
selection criteria will be modified to align with the LRTP 
goals and objectives. Projects still have to go through the 
full solicitation/evaluation process even if mentioned in 
the LRTP.  Staff completes evaluations, and then the 
Capital Projects Committee (CPC) reviews and develops 
the TIP.  There is also a public comment period specifically 
for the TIP. 

Can you clarify the definition of 
“maintenance” as a capital expense? 

In this case, maintenance means upkeep of the current 
system – for example, it would include a new layer of 
pavement as opposed to filling potholes. 

http://www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050/DraftLRTP2050.asp
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Comments and discussion following LRTP presentations at August 5 public meeting 
Comment/Question Response/discussion 
Can this plan be used to demonstrate the 
need for additional transportation funds 
for the region?  

Yes. 

Does the plan account for the anticipated 
zoning changes in the city (i.e. TOD 
zones)? Was the City’s Land Use Plan 
consulted?   

The SMTC reviewed the City Land Use Plan, but we do not 
call out specific locations for TOD in the LRTP.  This could 
be incorporated into updates once the city finalizes its new 
zoning. 

More funds are needed to provide rides to 
work during off-peak hours for low-income 
workers.  The amount needed to provide 
this service is minimal compared to the 
other project costs in this plan.  How can 
some funds be diverted to providing 
additional transit service to address this 
gap? 

The SMTC suggests that an appropriate entity submit a 
UPWP application to study this particular issue.  There 
needs to be an entity willing to receive those funds and 
run the service. 

Does this plan propose any measures to 
reduce the urban heat island effect?   

Yes, in the sense of incorporating green infrastructure 
where feasible. 

Is the cost of maintenance related to our 
region’s per capita highway mileage?  Do 
we have more miles of highway to 
maintain relative to our tax base? 

It’s got more to do with the increasing costs of materials 
and the fact that much of our infrastructure was built 
roughly 50 years ago and will need major rehabilitation in 
the near future.   

How does the LRTP encourage complete 
streets?   

The LRTP spells out a set of criteria for project selection 
and complete streets elements are part of the criteria.  
Also, the NYS’s Complete Streets law requires that bike, 
pedestrian and transit infrastructure be included or, at a 
minimum, considered. 

 

Staff also had discussions with individuals before and after the presentations, including the following 
topics: 

• A question of whether the LRTP had taken into account the proposal to allow “twin 33s” on New 
York roads.  (See this article: http://bit.ly/1IKhHGK).  Staff discussed the pros and potential cons 
of this change and what the implications are for roadway maintenance. 

• Some attendees asked how the 2050 LRTP’s goals, objectives, performance measures, etc. could 
help with the I-81 alternative selection process.  One attendee was very interested in the 
planning principles SMTC identified and also wanted to know how those would be applied to 
help select future capital projects (including I-81).  This attendee pointed out that the principles 
really speak to quality of life issues as reflected in the many plans reviewed by SMTC, and hopes 
that equal weight will somehow be afforded to the principles as well. 

Summary 

The majority of the comments received during the final public meeting focused on maintaining existing 
transportation infrastructure, with several questions related to how future projects will be determined 
and/or paid for.  Transit and I-81 were other significant topics discussed during the final public meeting.   

http://bit.ly/1IKhHGK


SYRACUSE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL

Wednesday, August 5, 2015
4:30 p.m. - 7:00 p.m. (Presentations at 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.)
Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council
Lower level conference room
126 North Salina Street, Syracuse

SMTC staff will present an overview of the plan at 5:00 p.m. 
and again at 6:00 p.m.  The draft plan and other materials 
will be available for review between 4:30 and 7:00 p.m., 
and staff will be available to answer questions.

What is a Long Range Transportation Plan? 
The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) has created an entirely 
new draft 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan.  The final plan will serve as a 
blueprint that guides the Syracuse Metropolitan Planning Area's transportation 
development over a 35-year period.  Preparing for the Greater Syracuse 
Metropolitan Area's transportation future involves careful planning. How does 
transportation affect our air quality? What is the condition of our roads and 
bridges? What kinds of facilities and services are needed to support planned 
growth or improve the safety of our transportation system? These are just some of 
the questions addressed by the draft 2050 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).

At this final LRTP public meeting, we will review the draft 2050 LRTP document and 
share the long-term transportation vision developed for the area based on public 
feedback.  Come learn about the plan and share your thoughts with us!  

Come share your thoughts at the final
LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
PUBLIC MEETING 

For more information or to request accommodations: 
The meeting site is accessible to people with disabilities. For more information 
about the LRTP process or to request special accommodations for a meeting, 
please contact Meghan Vitale, SMTC Principal Planner, at (315) 422-5716 or 
mvitale@smtcmpo.org. 

126 North Salina Street, Suite 100, Syracuse, NY 13202
Phone (315) 422-5716   Fax (315) 422-7753   www.smtcmpo.org 

Can’t make the meeting in person? 
Meeting materials will be available online at 
www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050 from August 4 until September 3.  Public 
comments may be submitted through September 3 (online, via 
e-mail to contactus@smtcmpo.org, or mailed to the address below). 

What will our transportation system look like in 
10 years? In 35 years? 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Contact:  Patricia Wortley 

    (315) 422-5716 
    pwortley@smtcmpo.org  

 
 

SMTC Schedules  
Final Long Range Transportation Plan Public Meeting 

 
SYRACUSE, N.Y. -- The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) has created an entirely 

new draft 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The final plan will serve as a blueprint that 

guides the Syracuse Metropolitan Planning Area’s transportation development over a 35-year period. 

Preparing for the Greater Syracuse Metropolitan Area’s transportation future involves careful planning. 

How does transportation affect our air quality? What is the condition of our roads and bridges? What 

kinds of facilities and services are needed to support planned growth or improve the safety of our 

transportation system? These are just some of the questions addressed by the draft 2050 Long Range 

Transportation Plan. 

 

The SMTC has announced the final public meeting for the Syracuse Metropolitan Area’s Long Range 

Transportation Plan (LRTP): 

 

Wednesday, August 5, 2015  

Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council,  

126 North Salina Street, Syracuse. 

4:30 – 7:00 p.m.  

-- more -- 

mailto:pwortley@smtcmpo.org
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SMTC staff will present an overview of the draft plan at 5:00 p.m. and again at 6:00 p.m.  The draft plan 

and other materials will be available for review between 4:30 and 7:00 p.m., and staff will be available to 

answer questions. Information on the final LRTP Public Meeting can be viewed on the SMTC web site 

at http://www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050/.   

 
The meeting site is accessible.  For special accommodations or further information, please contact 

Meghan Vitale, Principal Transportation Planner, at 315-422-5716 or via e-mail at mvitale@smtcmpo.org.   

~~~~~~~ 

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council was formed in 1966 as a result of the Federal Aid 

Highway Act of 1962 and Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964.  Serving as the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO) for the Syracuse Metropolitan Area, the SMTC provides the forum for cooperative 

decision-making in developing transportation plans and programs for Onondaga County as well the Town 

of Sullivan in Madison County, and the Towns of Hastings, Schroeppel, West Monroe and a small portion 

of Granby in Oswego County. Its committees are comprised of elected and appointed officials, 

representing local, State and Federal governments or agencies (e.g., CNY Regional Transportation 

Authority, CNY Regional Planning and Development Board, City of Syracuse, Onondaga County, New 

York State Department of Transportation, etc.) having interest in or responsibility for transportation 

planning and programming. 

#  #  # 

http://www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050/
mailto:mvitale@smtcmpo.org
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Public comments on the draft 2050 LRTP 

Overview 

In conjunction with the final public meeting for the LRTP (held on August 5, 2015), the SMTC made the 
draft LRTP document available to the public for a 30-day review and comment period that closed on 
September 3, 2015.  

The SMTC published a Legal Notice on August 4, 2015 advertising the 30-Day Public Review/Comment 
Period and Public Meeting for the 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan on Syracuse.com and The Post 
Standard. Copies of the Legal Notice are attached.  In addition, an article announcing that the draft 2050 
LRTP was available for public comment through September 3, 2015 was included in the SMTC’s summer 
2015 Directions newsletter, which was mailed to nearly 4,300 people.   

People were able to provide written comments on the draft document using the form available at the 
August 5 public meeting, or via mail, email, or the “Tell us what you think!” comment page of the 
SMTC’s LRTP 2050 website.  Although the 30-day comment period officially ended on September 3, all 
comments received through September 9 are included below. 

Public comments 

It would be great for the LRTP to address the OnTrack corridor (unless I missed something in the 
report), especially the benefits of light rail linking downtown to the airport. 

Regarding the banner on the SMTC website: aside from one bus photo and another of people in a 
crosswalk (but still on a road), it is car/highway centric--doesn't correlate to the vision of the LRTP.   

Given the high poverty rate of Syracuse many people desire jobs but Centro does not run times to 
permit them to get home. We find some examples: restaurants on Erie Blvd get out about 1-2 am. 
These are jobs people want but cannot get home after the shift. People who work at restaurants at 
DestiNY get out about 1-2am and have no safe way home. Some employers like Walmart in east 
Syracuse have shifts that end 2 and 3am. Again no way home. 

If you had a bus to pick up these kinds of people taking them home that could significantly affect 
employment for people in poverty. Money is spent floating parking $300,000 and bike paths or the 
money spent on analyzing BRT or rail  which I think most people would consider life changing while the 
basic needs are not being met. I would be interested in knowing the cost to have a bus that would 
operate 7/days week going to Destiny at 2am then going to E. Syracuse and Erie Blvd.,  etc. and finish 
going to the city. Can we discuss this? Or a call a bus to do this? 

We have been promised high speed rail for 40 yrs. and we still don't have it. 

How can this plan be prepared before we know what DOT will do with regard to I-81? 

Re: Page 62 of the draft report, relating to pedestrian safety 

   Recent re-zoning of sections of East Brighton Avenue in the City of Syracuse in order to promote 
commercial development heightens concerns about safety at the busy intersection of Brighton Avenue 
and East Seneca Turnpike. Currently there is no safe crosswalk across Brighton Avenue at this 
intersection, as a continuous flow of traffic is allowed from East Brighton headed westward down East 
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Seneca Turnpike. 

 With the proposed development at that corner of a Dunkin' Donuts shop together with one or two 
additional commercial stores, pedestrian traffic from the nearby Brighton Towers may be expected to 
increase.  Replacement of the current Yield sign with a No Turn on Red, and painting a crosswalk there, 
would afford necessary safety for pedestrians with minimal effect on traffic.  

I'll leave my email address out of this since you already have it on file. In fact, I received an email asking 
for me to comment on the draft 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). Since it first was 
released, I've read through parts of it and tonight, I read through it some more. I think this report is a 
waste. There are too many "general" goals and objectives, but I hardly saw anything in the way of 
specific projects to be implemented or areas to be targeted. It seemed like a whole bunch of smoke 
and mirrors which didn't accomplish anything specific. 

The public comments in the Appendices were the most interesting part of the report. These comments 
provide direct feedback from real people about the real traffic problems of CNY.  Instead of burying 
them all in the back as part of an appendix, someone should have looked at which issues or locations 
were brought up most frequently. These "hot spots" should have been addressed directly in the report 
-- not just by way of a general overview with goals 35 years into the future, but by way of addressing 
TODAY's problems by proposing solutions that can realistically be implemented within 5 years, 10 at 
the most. 

A 35-year plan is a flawed concept from the start. This report discusses public transportation, which 
naturally requires involvement of multiple levels of government. In most places, government 
employees are eligible to retire after 30 years of service, and many do, in fact, retire at 30 years. So 
even if someone was hired by NYSDOT today, in August 2015, chances are that person would be retired 
(along with everyone else currently working for NYSDOT, USDOT, Onondaga County, etc.) before the 
report's 2050 "maturity date" arrives.  Essentially, you're creating a report where any successes can be 
celebrated anytime, but if there are any failures to meet a goal, there's nobody to hold accountable 
because they're all retired. 

If anything, there needs to be a movement to make projects happen faster.  It's ridiculous that there is 
so much red tape involved with major projects like the I-81 viaduct. Government needs to be able to 
respond faster to changing needs. 

For example, look at the corner of 5 and 257 in Fayetteville. It's clogged at rush hour in the morning 
and the evening. There's been a ton of new housing in Chittenango over the recent years, and route 5 
remains the primary way into Syracuse. With the new casino there, it's even worse. But 5 is still two 
lanes (one in each direction) through this intersection, which has extremely long waits due in part to 
the fact that the intersection also includes Salt Springs Road, adding an extra segment to the traffic 
light cycle. 

It would be nice to see I-690 finally extended east beyond 481, as was originally intended.  Or, perhaps 
an additional Thruway interchange north of Chittenango, so all the people who live there can use I-90 
instead of route 5 to commute to Syracuse.  But if neither option is feasible, then it's time to increase 
capacity on route 5. 

If the Thruway is concerned about costs, they could make it an unmanned, EZ-Pass Only interchange, 
much like toll roads in other states (like Texas) where they know how to get things done quickly and 
efficiently, without all the red tape. An unmanned interchange not only avoids the cost of paying toll 
booth operators, but it also avoids the need of the additional ramps/overpasses associated with 
creating a "single point" for giving out tickets and collecting tolls.  The interchange could be similar in 
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design to those along a freeway. Overhead gantries would have radio receivers installed to collect 
EZPass tag info and cameras to catch the license plate numbers of anyone without an EZPass tag  

Any attempt to reduce this document to overview status would not do it justice. I have read it more 
than once and it appears very ambitious for CNY. Here are some items I may have missed. 

1. NYS and their plans for the Old Erie Canal trail across the state including its connection to 
other canals. 

2. Use of the current Erie Canal as a means of leisure mode of transportation using public 
vessels. 

3. What role will sustainability play in all of this?  

Section 1.1.5 p. 7 Editorial comment: E.O.'s are issued or signed - not passed 

In 1994, President Clinton ***PASSED*** Executive Order 

12898 stressing the provisions of Title VI and stating in short that each federal agency shall make EJ a 
part of their mission.  

Getting this in just under the wire... I had a few thoughts about the plan: 

• I spoke with [an SMTC staff member] about this at the presentation in late July/early August 
but want to bring it up again. I appreciate that you are beholden to following or meeting 
requirements for this process, and that they are evolving to be more quantitative in nature, but 
am concerned that the qualitative side of the equation will get lost in the process. How does 
the plan and SMTC propose to reconcile the quantitative goals and objectives in 2.4.2 with the 
qualitative goals in 2.4.1? I can foresee the quantitative elements getting more attention 
because they can be used to demonstrate how the plan is being achieved but that they might 
not due so in a way that also meets the qualitative goals. I realize this is a difficult task but 
wonder if you have any plans or thoughts on how it might be achieved. 

o Also wondering if there are any plans to make Table 4.1 that highlights in more detail 
the quantitative measures something that can be viewed all at once i.e. formatting it 
on an 11x17 sheet? 

• I am trying to wrap my head around the VMT projections. It seems like the national trend is for 
a reduction in VMT but the document illustrates that based on local trends, we're in for a slight 
increase. Although there is no data to back this up, my sense is our region typically takes some 
time to catch up with national trends. This begs the question: do we plan for more roads, etc. 
in our region or should we try to speed the process up of getting to lower VMT numbers by 
spending more time focusing on transit, TOD, and other components? 

• The document brings up the city's sidewalk shoveling issue, one that receives attention during 
the winter months and then melts away as soon as we warm up... Does SMTC have any ability 
to play a convening role in helping to find a solution for this? Can it complete a study of what 
other cities are doing to address this issue? Can something like that be incorporated into a 
LRTP process? With a population that is aging and/or has limited access to personal vehicles, 
the ability of our citizens to safely navigate the city in the winter is only going to get more 
critical to address. 

• Finally, a semantics/wording thought: Is there any way that you can distinguish between 
"maintenance" and "capital improvement" projects in the document. It is a bit confusing, I 
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agree, because capital improvements can also be maintenance but my sense is that more of 
the projects forecast in the plan are capital improvements that are maintaining our current 
infrastructure rather than capital improvements that are adding to or significantly changing our 
existing infrastructure.  

As an aside, Polaris Library Systems didn't move downtown as is called out in the document.  

With VMT having fallen sharply across the United States this century and even Syracuse having 
registered a significant (top-15 among U.S. metros: 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/commuting/files/2014/acs-32.pdf) decline in recent years, I urge you to 
reconsider both the conclusion that VMT will increase in Onondaga County and the models used to 
reach that conclusion. 

Support for progressive infrastructure is a must.  

Dear SMTC: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Long Range Transportation Plan. My name 
is David Ashley and my role is a visionary charged with the task of examining where our future should 
and might be. I am also a member of the AIA Task Force studying the redevelopment of Route 81. 

As you know, there is a movement nationally for people to move back to the city and away from the 
suburbs especially for our younger generation. This has been going on for a number of years now in the 
downtown and University Hill area and has reached a new stage. With almost zero vacancy rate, 
developers have mostly exhausted the supply of existing buildings in those areas that could be 
converted to apartment buildings. So now there are now new apartment buildings under construction. 
There is an 80 unit building on Harrison Street nearing completion and another on even larger on 
University Avenue where they tore down an existing building. From now on they will have to either use 
existing parking lots or tear down existing buildings to continue what inevitably is going to happen. 

This is what I think our future looks like. There is a huge potential for redensification and walkable 
community development in the whole area between the University/ hospital area and downtown.  
There are 15 to 20,000 people who work in these areas. Presently, this area is occupied largely by 
surface level parking lots and the elevated Route 81 viaduct.  I have attached a link to my Prezi on 
redensification:   

https://prezi.com/h1byr978dbor/copy-of-how-to-redensify-the-city/ 

I think it is obvious that we are heading in this redensification direction where potentially thousands of 
surface level parking lot spaces in that area will be replaced by mid and high rise apartment and office 
buildings allowing thousands of people to move within walking distance of their places of work or 
study. I am also attaching a submission that was sent to the regional planning folks for the Governors 
half-billion dollar competition a few weeks ago.  

http://worldcenterimow.blogspot.com 

One of the elements of change, of course, will be the development of more multi-story garages and 
better utilization of the ones that are here. Milwaukee, in their new development where their elevated 
highway came down, has a totally new zoning concept using form-based zoning with much higher 
density than what they had before or we presently have. No surface level parking lots are permitted 
and ground floors of parking garages need to set aside commercial space on the first floor. A new 30-
story apartment building has just been completed as part of this Renaissance. Our local officials are 
aware of these developments, but for some reason have not tried to apply them here yet. Hopefully 

http://www.census.gov/hhes/commuting/files/2014/acs-32.pdf
https://prezi.com/h1byr978dbor/copy-of-how-to-redensify-the-city/
http://worldcenterimow.blogspot.com/


5 
 

this will occur as the viaduct replacement project proceeds. 

Other national trends that need to be considered are a reduction in automobile ownership. Part of this 
is facilitated by factors described above, but there are additional movements like Uber taxis and Zip 
cars. Imagine you live in a new 100 unit apartment building on the new Grand Boulevard that has an 
integral garage with 30 zip cars where there are almost always some available at your smart phone 
fingertips. This is going to be a strong national trend. 

But what of the suburbs? The fact that we spread ourselves out all over the countryside and suburban 
communities after World War II is one of the primary reasons why our country uses five times the 
world average of energy and three times that of the European countries. Pressure for measures to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from carbon products to try to mitigate the worst of the effects of 
global climate change are building. This needs to be strongly considered in any options like this 
transportation study that you are performing, even if it is presented as options.  

We can't just abandon the suburbs and all try to move to the city. But there is a very logical solution, 
which I hope you will consider at least as an option in your reports. The local version I call, ‘Cuse Train. 
It is a highly improved version of the not very successful park-and-ride concept. It involves a series of 
“train stations” as I call them, around the Central New York area, which are in fact four-story parking 
garages. An example would be a 500-car garage in back of Wegmans in DeWitt. The “train” would be 
high frequency BRTs, bus rapid transit, with Wi-Fi and GPS location indicators. As you know, there is no 
way to create a feasible suburban transportation system like the city has because the suburbs are so 
spread out; so this allows suburbanites to walk, bike, be delivered or drive to and park in the stations at 
maybe about the same out-of-pocket cost at the considerable benefit or reducing auto traffic in favor 
of public transportation. We could become a national prototype if we did this. 

The second part of the concept in order to make it attractive and successful, is to have only four stops 
with no transfers required. The four stops would be 1. Syracuse University, 2. the hospital area, 3. 
downtown including the bus transfer station and 4. the Destiny USA. How terribly convenient; you have 
a short ride to the station, pick up a newspaper or muffin, sit in a comfortable coach with Wi-Fi and do 
your email and surfing and arrive at the doorstep of where you work. Below is a website describing 
this. 

http://davidcashley.com/?page_id=665 

In addition to the benefits for the suburbanites, there is a huge benefit for the central city area and its 
institutions. Where are all of those suburbanites going to park if the redensification described above 
took place? Getting rid of surface level parking lots has a huge benefit in providing land for 
development intensity. Another corollary is that retail businesses can only succeed if they have density 
and proximity to lots of street and sidewalk traffic. Right now, the University, the hospitals and 
downtown are boxed in by surface level parking lots used mostly by suburbanites. 

http://davidcashley.com/?page_id=665 

Because you can't justify these developments by projecting a line on a chart from previous 
developments, you might want to include a separate section or appendix that might be called Potential 
Future Developments. 

There is an additional social equity benefit to the “Cuse Train”  concept. Since most of the suburban 
stations – let’s say as many as 20 stations ultimately – would be located adjacent to commercial 
facilities like Wegmans, for example, inner-city residents could more easily and quickly get to work 
sites some of which might be totally inaccessible to them presently. As you know, the time required for 
inner-city residents to get to work on public transportation can be a very negative factor in their finding 

http://davidcashley.com/?page_id=665
http://davidcashley.com/?page_id=665
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proper supportive employment. 

Thank you for this opportunity to review the “draft” LRTP 2050. 

This “draft” LRTP provides data and graphics which are valuable reference tools for the planning of the 
CNY region, including villages, towns, diverse neighborhoods and city centers. 

I have a few basic points I believe need to be included in the final report. These take into account the 
shifting paradigms of transportation and settlement patterns at this specific “time of change” in our 
history. This Long Term Transportation Plan needs to indicate planning trends for the next 35 years, as 
guidance to all of the municipalities, residents, workers and businesses in the CNY region. 

The final section “7.3  Vision For Our Future” LRTP needs to state specific trends and impending actions 
needed, and to plan for, and which indicate the physical character and land values implications of these 
known trends. Those reading this 2050 plan need to know specific goals trends and actions needed.  

This would include many statements with physical and planning implications, and include: 

Town and village centers will reduce the traffic flow in the center of their public and pedestrian areas. 

Mixed-use Residential Development will increase in the existing village, urban and neighborhood 
centers throughout the CNY region. More people will be living in our town and village centers, and 
relying less on owning individual automobiles. 

Traffic and roads between residential centers will be located outside and at the perimeter of our 
community centers. 

Community centers of all sizes will rely less on cars and more on assess to quality public transit choices. 

The entire length of Interstate 481 needs to be improved and where needed rebuilt now, to resolve 
current design deficiencies. This needs to be started ASAP, and to be ready to provide good service for 
the CNY area during the years of construction needed to complete the outcome of the pending I-81 
Viaduct Project. 

Based on national data, the excessive amount of surface parking lots in the downtown area is 
detrimental to the increase in property values, delays property development, and reduces urban density 
needed for successful business and residential areas. This further reduces the opportunity for efficient 
and successful public transit services. 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) will be the initial advance in public transit service in the CNY region. BRT service 
will travel from suburban locations where local residents can park their car near their community 
centers for shopping and services. The new buses will have WiFi, upgrades seating and interior decor, 
providing fast and direct transit to the University Hill ED’s & Med’s, to Downtown, to Destiny and to the 
regional Transportation hubs. They will provide service every 15-20 minutes during “peak” or prime 
commuting hours, and 30-45 or 60 minute service at “off-peak” times. These will located in our 
suburban village centers, eventually with parking garages or parking lots shared with our larger 
shopping centers and markets. 

This LRTP 2050 recognizes and supports the US Department of Transportation’s “Beyond Traffic 2045: 
Trends & Choices”, a forward looking report by US DOT Secretary Anthony Foxx in 2015. 

Changing age demographics predicts that by 2045 the over 65-84 age group will increase by 62.4%, and 
the 85+ age group by 183.6%, while the 15-64 age group increases only 12.7%. These trends indicate 
greater numbers of people will be relying on better public transit choices for their lifestyles. 

Public transit needs to improve service to residents without cars, and access to their job opportunities, 
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whether they live in the city or suburban and rural areas. 

These are a few specific trends which are being forecasted nationally. I hope you can include the 
concepts and examples I have indicated here. 

 

 



 
 

September 2, 2015 
 
Mr. James D’Agostino 
Director 
Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council 
100 Clinton Square 
126 N. Salina St., Suite 100 
Syracuse, NY 13202 
 
RE:  Comments on the 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan 
 
Dear Mr. D’Agostino, 
 
On behalf of Rethink 81, thank you for the opportunity to respond to the 2050 Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  We respectfully ask that you consider the following points regarding this 
important community initiative: 

• In Chapter 5 of the draft plan, SMTC forecasts an increase of 4% in per capita daily vehicle 
miles traveled (DVMT) by 2050. This is not consistent with the national trend. It is true that 
VMT has recently begun to climb, after declining and leveling off after 2005. This recent 
upturn corresponds with a significant decline in gasoline prices during the same period. 
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ReThink81.org  ~  email@ReThink81.org 

• But when total VMT is adjusted for population growth, using data from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, this year’s VMT peak falls well below the previous peak in 2005. In fact, despite the 
recent upturn, per capita VMT is about the same as it was in 1997. 
 

 
 
• There is also evidence that the Syracuse area may be ahead of the rest of the nation when it 

comes to declining per capita VMT. See the attached article from Next City titled “15 Metros 
with the Biggest Decline in Commuting by Car.” Recent census data indicate that the Syracuse 
area ranks among the top 15 metros nationally in terms of declining automobile commuting. 
 

• ReThink81 recommends that the SMTC consider interventions that could be made to further 
reduce car usage and VMT. Los Angeles has just adopted a new 20-year transportation plan 
explicitly designed to reduce, rather than cater to, VMT. The SMTC should be taking the same 
approach here. 
 

• We suggest that you incorporate the smart growth strategies outlined in Onondaga County’s 
Sustainability Plan. Parallel strategies could also be developed to increase transit options in 
specific pockets where VMT is projected to be highest. We believe these interventions would 
help to curtail future VMT. 
 

• The 2050 LRTP should provide the basis for NYSDOT’s I-81 viaduct replacement plan – it 
should not follow from it. NYSDOT has determined that 88% of traffic on the I-81 viaduct is 
local, not interstate. It is critical, therefore, that our region’s long range plan offers an 
accurate and forward-looking traffic projection to underpin planning for the viaduct’s 
replacement.



P a g e  | 3 
 

ReThink81.org  ~  email@ReThink81.org 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
Robert Doucette 
President, Armory Development & 
Management  
ReThink81 
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15 Metros With the Biggest Declines in Commuting by Car 
BY JENN STANLEY | AUGUST 17, 2015 

 

Driving alone remains the most popular way to commute in the U.S., but efforts to reduce solo, four-
wheeled daily trips like those seen from Austin to Seattle may be helping to reduce the number of cars on 
roads. 
 
A new U.S. Census Bureau report, “Who Drives to Work? Commuting by Automobile in the United States: 
2013,” shows that 85.8 percent of Americans still get to work by car, and 76.4 percent drive solo. But the 
Census Bureau also charted metro areas that have made strides in cutting down their numbers of 
automobile commuters. Here are the top 15, taken from metros with more than 500,000 people. 
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The Bay Area saw the largest decline in automobile commuters between 2006 and 2013, followed by 
Boston. Though Boston’s public transportation had a rough winter, the subway or elevated rail is second-
most popular (after cars) among area commuters. Walking was a notable favorite alternative in a 
few metros where universities are a community anchor. 

 
 
One reason for the shift could be that young urban commuters are the least likely to rely on cars. Urban 
workers age 25 to 29 showed a 4 percentage point decline in automobile commuting between 2006 and 
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2013, according to the report. That age group also showed the largest increase in public transportation 
use. Bicycle commuting among wealthy workers with no vehicle at home doubled between 2006 and 2013. 
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Comments on SMTC's Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP-2050)  
       by Peter King, Syracuse. 

Thank you for your work on a long-range plan, an essential step. I am focusing my comment here
on two concern areas raised by the joint FHWA/FTA Certification Review which called for this 
20-year Long Range planning (Goveia et al. June 2014, pg.14/53). These concern areas are 4. 
Public Involvement, and 5. Title VI and Environmental Justice.

"4. Public Involvement
 We recommend SMTC document the multitude of methods used for the I 81 project, ‐ ‐

note their challenges and benefits, and assess their usefulness in the region. This 
documentation should serve as the basis for the methods of outreach needed for the LRTP, 
TIP process and other federally required planning products." (ibid).

The SMTC conducted a multi-year the 'I-81 Challenge'. effort, soliciting input from the 
Syracuse / CNY community. I only realized later after someone explained to me, how this effort 
was an unusual innovation regarding MPO involvement in a Federal NEPA review. I agree, 
SMTC should review your direct results from conducting the 'I-81 Challenge' for methodological
benefits. E.g., I might not have heard of Joseph Dimento's excellent book about urban interstate 
highways, were it not for SMTC's public engagement process (DiMento & Ellis, 2013). SMTC's 
multiple reviews on public opinion and explaining complicated transportation challenges formed 
an essential first step in the I-81 process. In my case, I tuned into the 'I-81 Challenge' with some 
automatic cynicism; but on engaging SMTC's public efforts I've become more curious and open-
minded. 

So I agree with the FHWA/FTA in their recommending SMTC document the most useful 
methods in this outreach. We still have to go through whatever changes the community decides 
on regarding the I-81 and other transportation changes, including the currently pending CNY Bus
Rapid Transit / Light Rail NEPA proposal, and the City and County's multi-use greenway ideas.  
Public outreach enables more people can access the higher rungs along 'Arnstein's ladder' of 
citizen participation equitably and meaningfully, facilitating a needed multi-way information 
exchange (Arnstein 1969). Many community members develop their own 'local knowledge' and 
cognitive mapping, from which we may all benefit. For example, SMTC's Danielle Krol 
successfully consulted cyclists in drafting SMTC's bicycle mapping project.

"  SMTC should develop a framework to serve as a clearing house on livability and‐
sustainability and should consider how to facilitate dialogue between advocate groups and 
public agencies on this topic."  (Goveia et al. June 2014, pg.14)

       In the 2050 planning so far, I like how SMTC gathers all the sustainability planning 
documents drafted by various CNY planning agencies in recent years, under the section "Other 
Local and Regional Plans".  Though seeing so many plans produced at once may confuse some, 
these plans risk being neglected if no one's read them. It seems ironic and illuminating how so 
many CNY agencies drafted ' sustainability' plans after a long post-60's period of privatized 
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planning. Curiously, SMTC may be the single agency most visibly gathering reference towards 
all these plans. Is transport pivotal in CNY culture? 

Besides the question, I-81, our local confluence on 'transport' planning may be 
understandable from an energy impact point of view, given how transportation seems CNY's 
largest single energy use category. A 2008 Brookings report on a 'Metro-100' sample of US cities 
found from 2000-2005, Syracuse MSA per capita building energy use reduced by 10.7 %, but our
transportation footprint increased 3.6%. The report estimates Syracuse reduced building energy 
and increased transportation energy by more than the US average. 

    "The average Syracuse resident emitted 1.720 tons of carbon from highway 
transportation (rank 34th highest in 100). The average 100-metro resident emitted 1.310 
tons and the average American emitted 1.44 tons from highway transportation."                 
(Brown et al, 2008)

Energy flows often yield key clues about life choices. Especially given CNY's dispersed 
geography, transportation determines much in people's lives here. Economic opportunity, social 
connectivity and service access all seem dependent on transport availability. The LRTP does 
make this clear in many ways. I suggest further, some non- or 'soft'- engineering approaches 
SMTC might consider building on. 
  
➢ Potential savings from collaborating around improving transport options. 

Shared and 'light' transportation are major opportunities for CNY and SMTC for reducing 
our overall fossil-fuel transport energy demand. As your LRTP reaffirms a note from the County's
Sustainability plan, 'sustainability pays: sustainable development today pays dividends well into 
the future. (pg. 27)" If we can reduce our transportation footprint while maintaining and 
increasing adequate public transportation and other options, we could also increase financial 
savings in the community, potentially boosting upward mobility. 'Appropriate-technology' and 
social networking solutions like bicycling and car-sharing may become more viable in creating 
diverse transportation options more can access. Cost-effectiveness may also help SMTC meet the
Federal goal for financially restrained TIP planning, set in their 2013 review (pg.13). 

Following your referencing the recent spike in CNY sustainability plans, recent literature 
reviews suggest planning for compact, walkable and diverse communities bears multiple benefits
in terms of social relations, health and safety (Talen & Koschinsky 2014) and upward economic 
mobility (Steuteville 2013). Many CNY neighborhoods are fragmented by roads, but could be 
reconnected by improving walkability, bicycle and transit accessibility. 

Many in CNY depend on public transportation for job access. Centro could collaborate with other
agencies, for reducing costs and increasing accessibility. During the Common Council Centro 
hearings this year, I submitted my recommendation for the City, County, SMTC and other 
agencies towards collaborating on equitable and diverse transportation options, for CNY's 
diverse populations. At the same time, a more centralized transportation planning collaboration 
can also extend beyond agencies towards the often active citizen and business community 
groups, who may be eager to share knowledge around improving transportation planning. I cite a 
recent report produced through U.S. Housing and Urban Development suggesting centralized 
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transportation planning for small to mid-sized cities (CTOD 2014)  I include my recommendations
to the Council here, for SMTC's planning 
   (Peter King 2015, ToComm-Council_re-Centro_(v6).pdf, attached).

➢ Integrating environmental services into transportation planning. 
     I am glad to see your LRTP 2050 includes options for green infrastructure, in connection with 
Complete Streets potentials. As we move forward in combining planning objectives, it seems 
useful to reduce overall implementation costs by planning for the multiple sustainability changes 
in the public right-of-way. Co-benefits arise from the holistic linkages among urban systems, and 
the central and multidimensional role transportation plays. Most, if not all these linked benefits 
are likely no-regrets strategies for SMTC, even in keeping politically neutral.  SMTC's role as a 
central clearinghouse may improve coordinating and funding opportunities for implementing 
combined sustainability actions.     

I am no expert, but New York City's Department of Design and Construction and the 
Design Trust for Public Space produced a checklist for planning better streets, 'High Performance
Infrastructure Guidelines' (2005). NYC DOT also produced a 'Street Design Manual' including 
potentially useful ideas for pedestrian and bicycling 'Complete Streets' and the like (2009). Yes, 
Paul Mercurio did draft an excellent Bicycle Infrastructure Master Plan for the City of Syracuse, 
and we are not rich like NYC. I mention these and similar approaches, for encouraging 
combined approaches for improving quality and saving money. One thing Mr. Mercurio and the
Save the Rain program did well, was combine their planning efforts, both in private and public. 
We can use more of this collaborative approach in Syracuse.
   
➢    Consider willingness & readiness towards urban and regional climate policy planning. 
I understand it may not be SMTC's province in prescribing and conducting policies about 
mitigating climate change. However, as discussed during your public presentations, it seems 
appropriate for SMTC being receptive towards climate-planning efforts produced by your 
member agencies like the city, county and towns. Working such planning into the long-range 
vision may yield useful co-benefits. For example, while we might consider climate adaptational 
responses unavoidable for CNY roads, some adaptational actions may also bear combined or co-
benefits in mitigating greenhouse gas, reducing unhealthy impacts, reducing costs and increasing 
accessibility. 

For the first time, the Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change recently recognized 
municipal planning efforts towards compact, connected, walkable, bike-able and transit-
accessible streets as a climate-mitigation action (IPCC and Edenhofer 2014). SMTC could 
consider planning for connected walkable streets valid towards climate planning initiatives. 

I support the elements already in the LRTP-2050 which are amenable towards potential 
climate planning, e.g. your discussion of emerging CNY municipal climate goals (pg.20); and 
potential congestion-mitigation evaluation criteria (pg.56).

I further suggest integrating planning around greenways connecting our community 
centers, which besides potentially acting towards mitigating greenhouse gas; also bear climate 
adaptational co-benefits like increasing average ventilation rates, which can reduce air pollution 
exposure and heat stress. The City of Syracuse and town of Dewitt have formally expressed 



Comments on SMTC's Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP-2050)  ~ Peter King        (pg. 4)

interest in collaborative greenway planning, and SMTC could act as a clearing-house for 
methodologies and best practices towards greenways in CNY. 

➢ Public health concerns: urban heat island and direct vehicle emissions. 
Regarding direct vehicle emissions, I understand SMTC is not responsible for operating 

and disseminating the air monitoring collection system. However, as a planning and public health
concern, I suggest recognizing the City of Syracuse lacks significant data for ozone and pm2.5 
criteria air pollutants. The air quality data on which EPA bases our current National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) compliance in Syracuse does not reflect conditions in the central 
valley. The only ozone monitor for the CNY region is located over on 5895 Enterprise Parkway 
in East Syracuse, near 690, Home Depot and many acres of wetland (Latitude: 43.052350, 
Longitude: -76.059210; from EPA website). This geographic location is mostly relevant for its 
own microclimate and ozone precursors, mostly the traffic along Erie boulevard and I-690. The 
ozone and pm2.5 data collected here are only distantly related with the Central Syracuse valley's 
own set of topographic and landscape features determining micro-climate and pollution 
concentrations. While ozone concentrations may develop region-wide, specific concentrations 
may vary, often depending on microclimate determined by prevailing wind currents and 
topography (Ellis et al 1999, Romero, et al 1999, Junk et al 2003). Evidence from Phoenix AZ, 
Germany, Santiago Chile and other cities suggests, urban centers with bowl-shaped topographies 
may concentrate air pollutants under certain prevailing conditions (ibid). 

For years, the only pollutant monitoring site near downtown was the Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) monitor at the East Adams Street exit under I-81, by Upstate Medical Center. This site was 
discontinued by 2013, as EPA cited that data successfully demonstrated compliance for CO. 
However, what may not be recognized is how CO is one of the few air pollutants EPA-mandated 
pollution control technology and policy have most succeeded in reducing (See Fig. S-3, 'Average 
Change in Estimated Pollutant Emissions', pg.39 in Committee on Air Quality Mgmt in the U.S. 2004). 
Ozone and pm2.5 stand out as the criteria air pollutants still exerting the most negative influence 
on respiratory health.

"The emissions reductions have led to dramatic improvements in the quality of the 
air that we breathe. Between 1980 and 2012, national concentrations of air pollutants 
improved 91 percent for lead, 83 percent for carbon monoxide, 78 percent for sulfur 
dioxide (1-hour), 55 percent for nitrogen dioxide (annual), and 25 percent for ozone. Fine 
particle concentrations (24-hour) improved 37 percent and coarse particle concentrations 
(24-hour) improved 27 percent between 2000, when trends data begins for fine particles, 
and 2012. "  (U.S.EPA 2014) 

➢ Public outreach and networking may yield useful collaborative methods and platforms.
As a member of BikeCNY, I am recommending developing 'public beta' testing 

procedures for bike lanes and pedestrian arrangements, i.e. 'Complete Streets'.  Increasingly, 
cities are including citizens in bicycle - pedestrian planning, as they're finding local knowledge is
helpful in improving actual street designs, and citizen interest often increases buy-in on 
completed projects. Several cities like Newark DE and Portland OR are including their citizens in
'Public Beta' testing for bicycle lanes (Andersen, July 10, 2015). Inclusive betas in Washington 
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DC have stimulated above-average usage along bicycle routes along 15th Street and 
Pennsylvania Avenue (Andersen 2014). In a similar vein, Memphis and Denver recently 
successfully implemented crowd-funding for bicycle routes (Andersen 2013 & Feb. 19, 2015).  
New York City's bicycle planner Janette Sadik-Khan also reports success with 'temporary' trial 
methods in that city (Schmitt 2014). Public Beta testing would meet the FHWA / FTA's 
recommendation for more Public Involvement (Goveia et al. June 2014, pg.14). 

In their initial outreach meetings for the Onondaga Creekwalk Planning project, the City 
of Syracuse Creekwalk team expressed interest in and openness towards integrating local 
knowledge in this planning. Connecting with local knowledge can offer unique detailed 
perspectives about local conditions 'on the ground', for determining best options in planning 
changes. Furthermore, I advocate not only asking local residents for their personal input, but 
clearly giving them a place at the planning table, as stakeholders on a shared commons. Co-
producing local planning may take longer, but long-term cases like Portland OR and the South 
Bronx indicate shared approaches may better respect human rights, create more buy-in, and 
potentially improve design quality. I have heard regarding 'Save the Rain's 2012 Castle Street 
project, that design team improved their outcomes by directly working with local residents. 

"5. Title VI and Environmental Justice
 We recommend that SMTC include a “Plain Language” glossary of frequently used terms and‐

the MPO’s mission and purpose in an easily accessible location on their website and
publications that would make the program and services provided by the MPO better
understood by the public. It would allow the public to better understand their rights under
Title VI, why their involvement is important and provide a clearer understanding of the
work products and processes the SMTC utilizes.

 We recommend that SMTC continually update their Environmental Justice Analysis to‐
include all completed work products to assure a full understanding of impacts to protected
groups.

 We recommend that SMTC attend training opportunities to keep up to date with the most‐
recent information from NYSDOT and FHWA concerning Title VI, EJ and LEP. Continual
communication with NYSDOT for these opportunities is recommended.

 We recommend that the SMTC’s Public Participation Plan dated May 2007 be updated to‐
reflect the most current public involvement activities and accomplishments. It is difficult to
reach and engage certain portions of the public and it is recommended that SMTC research
best practices from other MPOs, NYSDOT and other State/City Agencies." 

~ (Goveia et al. June 2014, pg.14)

➢ Integrating social justice concerns, especially health and equity.  
As noted in DiMento & Ellis's 'Changing Lanes', NY decision-makers have not always 

manifested the most equitable planning policies, in giving populations equal access to common 
resources. This neglect for many lower-income cultural groups in the city mirrors federal 
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policies, for example the redlining implemented by Roosevelt's Home Owners Loan Corporation 
or HOLC, and the Federal Highway act (Anonymous 2008, DiMento & Ellis 2013). While the 
disinvestment patterns set in motion over time can't be solved by current transportation projects 
alone, equitable transport access for all income levels is a critical start. Enabling equitable and 
diverse transportation access seems congruent with saving energy and climate impact, as noted 
above. I support the SMTC making equity impacts clearer in planning for, and coordinating 
equitable and diverse transportation options for the city and region. I agree that 'time poverty' is a
significant factor in comparing public transportation costs. I am anticipating your forthcoming 
'Ladders of Opportunity' report. 

➢ Showing certain changes over time, and equity implications. 
      Regarding the FHWA / FTA equity concerns, I'd also like to critique your 2050 LRTP and 
accompanying Transportation Atlas. The data and maps describing CNY job market locations and
income levels are excellent, as SMTC does routinely in your LRTPs. However, the one item I 
find undocumented in this or your other recent LRTPs and occasional Environmental Justice 
reports is, the problem of 'spatial mismatch'. first documented in 1968 (Kain 1968). Like many 
US cities, an increasing percentage of our lower-income workers aren't finding work in the city, 
and driving farther from urban areas in seeking work. For example, according to US Census data,
over half the jobs in the City of Syracuse were increasingly taken by non-resident commuters. 
And since around 2005, over half of all Syracuse residents seeking jobs have been increasingly 
traveling outside the city looking for work. For many, the resulting job chase is difficult, as Edid 
and Levitte indicate:

"Jobseekers with few skills and limited access to transportation struggle to find employment while 
employers in other key sectors, notably hospitality and health services, contend with the consequences in 
the form of high turnover, tardiness, absences, and vacancies" (2008, 2009). 

I graphed American Community Survey data describing this serial change, in my comments to the 
Common Council regarding this spring's CNYRTA crisis (pg.4). Recent localized employment 
journey data and mapping is also publicly available using the U.S. Census 'OnTheMap' 
Application (Census, 2014).

➢ Showing change graphically
I support your 2050 LRTP and Transpo-Atlas in documenting serial change in travel behavior. 
The 2050 LRTP does document well some serial change over time, like employment trends, 
annual crash rates, and projected change in household and employment density. I recommend 
adding some perspective on change in local travel behaviors over recent decades, for example 
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT's) and Census work commutes. For example, I graphed FHWA 
Highway Statistics Series data showing how many daily vehicle miles traveled in the Syracuse 
Urbanized Area (in my CNYRTA comments to the Common Council, Graph 4, from FHWA 2014).
The trend past 2007 seems downward for the first time since 1994, though may trend back 
upward, as FHWA is recently reporting nationally. I also found Census 'Journey to Work' reports 
for graphing an estimate for employment commuter choices since 1960, the first year Census 
asked these questions (Graph 1, my Common Council CNYRTA comments). The data seem to 
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show in CNY, auto-alternatives including public transit picking up for the first time in 4 decades, 
since 2000. I would be glad to share my sources.
 
In summary, I agree with the overall direction and quality this planning is taking, with the 
exception that I recommend a more robust inclusion of social justice concerns, including health 
and equity.  I understand this plan is flexible and can change as local stakeholder planning goals 
and methods change.   Thank you for your work on this Long-Range Transportation Plan. 

Peter King
606 Thurber Street, 
Syracuse 13210

Attachement: my recommendations to the Common Council, 
   ToComm-Council_re-Centro_(v6).pdf
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Date: Aug. 14th, 2015. 
From: Peter King, Syracuse                                                  
To: Anyone interested about transport in CNY.

 I originally addressed this note for Syracuse's Common Council, during their Feb. 19, 2015 public hearing 
on Centro's fiscal crisis. Centro's budget issues were resolved for only the next year. Our transportation 
concerns are broader than the Common Council can resolve. 
      One way forward: broadly collaborating around connecting CNY's diverse transport alternatives.
      All data sources cited below are publicly available, methods available on request.

We need equitable, affordable, environmentally sustainable and healthy transport options:
      Mobility is a basic human priority.  For the first time since 1960, people increasingly ride buses for 
working and living in Syracuse /CNY.  Since 2000, ~4% working Syracuse residents shifted from driving 
private cars to less costly, energy-intensive transport: buses, bicycling & walking (Graphs 1 & 4 below).

    (Sources: US Decennial Census, 1960-2000, ACS 2010. Methods available on request.)       
       
    Social exclusion in accessing transportation is an ongoing and widespread concern in Syracuse's urban 
core. Over 31 % households in Syracuse do not own cars, recently increasing (Pix-2, below). 
Syracuse residents are avoiding owning cars for several reasons, including income and lifestyle. 
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    Income: Studies agree, 
housing and transportation are 
the highest cost burdens for low-
to- moderate income households,
as much as 37% for transport 
(Lipman 2006, Graph 3 below). 
       Studies describe the transit 
and food “deserts” in Syracuse 
as social exclusion (Grengs 
2000). 

     Lifestyle: Accessible 
transport is not 'only' about 
social exclusion. Young people 
of all income groups are now 
moving back into cities, without 
owning cars 

        (Davis et al 2012). 
  
   On average, almost half Centro riders are young adults, ages 25 – 44 (Census '07-'11). As we drive fewer 
cars in CNY, our overall demand for non-auto transport is clearly rising           
             (Graph 4: Syracuse Urbanized Areas Vehicle Miles).  

     While economic hardship is
driving affordable transport demand
in CNY, many of us also ride Centro
for economic, environmental and
civic reasons.  Lacking personal cars
should not negatively impact our
economic health. A healthy, growing
and breathing city needs a range of
safe and affordable transport options;
including public transportation, car-
sharing, bicycling wheeling and
walking.                                  
        
     (Graph 3, USA data, Lipman
2006, pg.6>) 

  

We need a transport plan for,  &
involving the whole city & region   
    We need more affordable transportation in CNY, not less. 
       Collaborating on transportation planning is vital in creating a healthy city.
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Graph 4: Syracuse Urbanized Area daily vehicle miles traveled. FWHA, methods available on request.

We can take proactive steps in two directions: 
a) Inter-agency: publicly-funded agencies collaborating on reducing costs and sharing resources 

The City of Syracuse, Centro, Syracuse-Metropolitan Transport Council (SMTC) and other local 
government agencies can collaborate around sharing transportation resources, reducing the overall cost 
burdens and reaching more people. 

b) Inter-community: Fostering collaborating among citizens and business. The City and Centro 
can collaborate with neighborhoods, citizens and businesses on diverse mobility and accessibility 
concerns, also potentially reducing transportation and infrastructure costs. 

      At Common Council's Feb. 19th public meeting on Centro, speakers suggested ideas for both 
Local government collaboration and Collaborating with & among citizens and businesses:

(a) Local government collaboration, examples:  The City can shift Centro's funding from the volatile 
mortgage tax to more stable sources, such as portions of the County's automotive gas tax and sales 
tax. Centro and other CNY Human Service providers can collaborate on simplifying transport 
options, as Syracuse-Metro Transport Council (SMTC) has often recommended (e.g. 2001, 2013). 

(b) Collaborating with citizens and business, examples: The City and Centro can work with local residents
and businesses around the 'Last Mile' reaching the bus. For example, groups are working on clearing snow 
from sidewalks, improving bus and walking accessibility and safety.  Centro could pursue offsetting some 
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transit costs by partnering with private businesses.  Tapping local knowledge can become a 'virtuous cycle' 
for better informing street and transport infrastructure decisions in Syracuse / CNY.

At least one guide seems appropriate for Syracuse.  A recently produced transport planning guide 
describes how other small- to mid-sized cities are solving these problems. "Creating Connected 
Communities: A Guidebook for Improving Transportation Connections for Low- and Moderate-Income 
Households in Small and Mid-Sized Cities"  (CTOD 2014).

Transport impact jobs.   Inter-agency planning?  Since 1998, SMTC & Centro have already produced 
Coordinated Public Transit – Human Services Transportation Plans, often calling for combining transport 
planning (2013). SMTC recognized 'Spatial-Mismatch' AKA 'Job-Sprawl' in Syracuse at least since 2001
(SMTC 2001). Residents can't find adequate work in Syracuse, so some drive farther. Since 2005, over half 
working Syracuse residents traveled out of the city for work (Graph 1). Driving this change since 1975, 
more jobs in Syracuse were claimed by commuters from beyond the city (Graph 2).
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Graph 2: Workers in Syracuse by place of residence
(100% = All working in Syracuse, 1960 - 2011)
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 Spatial Mismatch 
in CNY, % of 
working Syracuse 
residents ('On the 
Map', US Census 
2014)

 

Some lower-income workers working outside Syracuse are driving farther for the same low pay, paying 
more for cars and fuel (above, Census 2014). Many USA cities experience spatial-mismatch.

 Transportation alone can only address a symptom, our lacking quality jobs in Syracuse and CNY.  
However, improving and diversifying city and regional transport choices can at least increase viable 
employment choices in and near Syracuse. 

    In the short term and long term, we need a healthy, growing Centro linked with other diverse and 
dependable transportation modes, for living and working. Sharing our local transportation planning can help
us in creating jobs and improving our quality of life in Syracuse and CNY.

Peter King,                  
Syracuse NY                                    Email: pedro9@earthlink.net
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List of Agencies (35)

• Central New York Land Trust
• Central New York Regional Planning and Development Board
• City of Syracuse
• Cornell Cooperative Extension
• Empire State Development
• Federal Aviation Administration
• Finger Lakes - Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Alliance
• Madison County
• National Park Service
• New York Forest Owners Association
• New York State Department of State
• New York State Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation
• New York State Thruway Authority and Canal Corporation
• New York Water Environment Association
• NOAA Fisheres - Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office
• Northeast Fisheries Science Center
• NYS Department of Agriculture
• NYS Department of Transportation
• NYS Office of Emergency Management
• NYS Office of Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation
• NYS Soil & Water Conservation Committee
• NYSDEC
• Onondaga County
• Onondaga County Department of Health
• Onondaga County Soil & Water Conservation District
• Onondaga Nation
• Oswego County
• Oswego County Soil & Water Conservation District
• Syracuse-Onondaga County Planning Agency
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineer District, Buffalo
• United States Department of Agriculture
• United States Environmental Protection Agency
• US Fish and Wildlife
• USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
• Water Environmental Protection



List of Additional Organizations (84)

• Additional Groups:
• Organization
• ABF Freight System, Inc
• Adapt CNY
• Ainsley Superior Warehouse
• Altius Aviation LLC
• Amalgamated Transit Union
• Americold Logistics
• Anheuser-Busch, Inc.
• ARISE
• Barrett Paving Materials, Inc
• BikeCNY
• Bossong’s Commercial Delivery
• Byrne Dairy, Inc.
• C.H. Robinson Worldwide
• Clintons Ditch Co-op, Inc.
• CN Railway
• Coca-Cola Bottling Company
• COR Development Company, LLC
• Crucible Materials, Inc
• Delta Airlines
• Destiny USA
• Dot Foods, Inc.
• Eagle Comtronics, Inc
• Eaton’s Crouse-Hinds
• FedEx Ground
• Frazer & Jones Co.
• G. C. Hanford Mfg. Co.
• Greyhound
• Gypsum Express, LTD
• Gypsum Wholesalers, Inc
• Hanson Aggregates
• Hill-Rom Holdings, Inc.
• Ince Motor Freight
• INFICON, Inc.
• JB Hunt Transport, Inc
• Kilian Manufacturing
• L & JG Stickley, Inc
• Lan-Co Development Corp.
• Laser Transit Ltd.
• Madison County Tourism, Inc.
• McLane Northeast
• Mercer Milling Company
• Mobil Oil Corporation

• Mohawk Global Logistics
• Moving People Transportation 

Coalition
• National Tractor Trailer School
• New England Motor Freight
• New Penn Motor Express
• New York, Susquehanna & Western 

Railway
• Onondaga Beverage Corp.
• Packaging Corporation of America
• Page Transportation Inc.
• Paul deLima Co., Inc.
• Penske Truck Leasing
• Pioneer Warehousing & Dist., LLC
• Port of Oswego Authority
• Pyramid Companies
• RAK Express
• Raymour & Flanigan Furniture Co.
• Riccelli Enterprises
• Rotondo Warehouse
• Ryder Systems, Inc.
• Seneca Beverage Corporation
• Shane Trucking, LLC
• Singer Transport, Inc.
• Speedway
• Spirit & Sanzone Distributors Co, Inc.
• Stroehmann Bakeries, Inc.
• Sunoco Incorporated
• Swift Transportation Co., Inc.
• Sysco Food Services of Syracuse, LLC
• Terpening Trucking Company
• Tessy Plastics Corporation
• TJ Sheehan Distributing, Inc.
• TNT
• TTM Technologies
• Uber Technologies, Inc.
• United Airlines
• UPS Customer Center
• Visit Syracuse, Inc.
• Westrock, Camillus Box Plant
• Westrock, Solvay Mill
• Whitacre Engineering Co., Inc
• XPO Logistics
• YRC Freight
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On May 21, 2020, the 2050 LRTP Update Newsletter was mailed to 4,212 physical addresses in SMTC’s 

database.  

Also, on the same day, an email was sent to over 500 email addresses in SMTC’s database (including all 

SAC members and environmental consultation contacts), with links to the 2050 LRTP Update Newsletter, 

LRTP page of SMTC website, and the Balancing Act financial plan simulation tool. The text of the email, 

and comments received in response are below. The LRTP Study Advisory Committee (SAC) also received 

an email reminder about the newsletter and financial plan simulation on May 28, and were asked to 

“spread the word” about these items to their own contacts as well.  

SMTC staff also posted the newsletter and financial plan simulation tool links to the agency’s Facebook 

page on May 21 and June 16.  

Text of May 21 email to members of the public in SMTC’s database:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Good afternoon, 

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) is currently updating our 2050 Long Range 

Transportation Plan (LRTP).   

Learn more about the 2050 LRTP and the update process by reading our 2050 LRTP Update Newsletter. 

More information can also be found on the LRTP page of our website.   

You can provide input on future funding priorities within our LRTP by using our financial plan simulation 

tool online through June 15. Or, contact us with general comments or questions about the LRTP by 

emailing contactus@smtcmpo.org.   

We hope you will take some time to review these resources and provide feedback!   

For more information about the SMTC, check out our recently-updated website! And for the latest updates 

on SMTC activities, including the LRTP, be sure to follow us on Facebook.   

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) is the state designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO), responsible for administering continuous and comprehensive transportation planning 
for this region. SMTC’s planning jurisdiction, called the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), covers Onondaga 
County, the Town of Sullivan in Madison County, and the Towns of Hastings, Schroeppel, West Monroe and 
a small portion of Granby in Oswego County. 

 

https://smtcmpo.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/2020-LRTP-Newsletter.pdf
https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-process/lrtp/
https://smtc.abalancingact.com/
https://smtc.abalancingact.com/
mailto:contactus@smtcmpo.org
http://www.smtcmpo.org/
https://www.facebook.com/Syracuse-Metropolitan-Transportation-Council-1577123995856711/?ref=bookmarks


Public comments received to contactus@smtcmpo.org regarding LRTP update as of June 22, 2020: 

Date: May 21, 2020 
 
Comment: is there anything in the long range plan that could enable Funding for the transportation for 
residents that cannot utilize the bus yet still need transportation? Such as Shuttle To Work ? 
 

SMTC response (via email): 

Thanks for the reach-out.  
 
The LRTP isn't a funding program (in contrast to our Transportation Improvement Program [TIP] 
which is a capital funding program). The financial plan component of the LRTP is meant to 
express the region's vision and priorities, but it doesn't actually enable, or program, any funds to 
specific projects.  
 
That said, we will be incorporating newer (since 2015) information into the plan based on our 
recent surveys for Centro, the SMART study, and the Work Link studies. We are trying to 
articulate the need for more transportation options within the updated plan goals and 
objectives. If you scroll all the way down to the bottom of our LRTP web page 
https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-process/lrtp/ you'll see the objectives within our 
"Equity" goal. These are difficult to measure, but we want to make sure this is part of the 
conversation.  
 
Also, if you use the financial plan simulation tool, you can show your preference for allocating 
more future resources to transit projects. https://smtc.abalancingact.com/2050lrtp 
 
Happy to discuss as always! 

 
Follow-up comment: One  area is very deficient from my perspective in transportation in Syracuse. One 
big improvement would be to investigate changing  Transit to a Grid method. Way back when we had 
mtgs for Hope program , I contacted a well known Transit planner to find a way the bus system could 
improve ride times, more usage and greater employment center usage. He looked at our current layout 
and said a Grid layout would greatly improve access and revenue. 
A Grid layout would do that with the same cost. I think this should be looked at. Centro revenues would 
improve and greater access for users would improve and rider Riding  times would be shortened. 

 

SMTC response: Comments noted.  

 

Date: May 22, 2020 

Comment:  
Hi, 
 
I visited the 2050 LRTP Anticipated Financial Plan review site: 
https://smtc.abalancingact.com/2050lrtp 
 

mailto:contactus@smtcmpo.org
https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-process/lrtp/
https://smtc.abalancingact.com/2050lrtp
https://smtc.abalancingact.com/2050lrtp


Forgive me for being direct. Perhaps I'm missing something. But I fail to how this feedback tool can 
possibly be useful: 
 
1) One is presented with 4 broad categories of spending (and 3 of revenue), and asked to suggest more 
or less spending in each. But on what basis? There is no information for forming any sort of opinion. 
 
2) One is offered to reallocate according to preference only less than 1% of the funds! What good is 
that? 
 
So, I ask, what sort of useful information can this tool possibly provide? Thanks. 
 

SMTC response (via email):  
 
Each category can be expanded into multiple subcategories. There are also a few "scenario" 
questions within those subcategories. Just click on each of the main categories, and the 
subcategories will be shown below.  
 
The costs and revenues are set to increase/decrease in 1% increments, but the total change can 
be more than 1% so long as a balanced budget is submitted.  
 
The goals and objectives of the LRTP are listed on our website, and you can review the existing 
Financial Plan for the LRTP on our website as well. https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-
process/lrtp/ The simulation is just one tool to gather feedback on the community's priorities as 
we update the LRTP.  
 
I'm happy to discuss if you have other questions about the LRTP update.  
 

 
Follow-up comment: Thanks for the reply.  Regarding the "1%", I was referring to the surplus, treated as 
a discretionary sum one is asked to allocate according to preference. Even if one were highly informed 
on the whole subject. Feedback limited to 1% of the budget seems rather insignificant. Just noise. 
 
I'm aware that the categories can be expanded. But it doesn't lead to any useful decision-making 
information. Essentially, just category definitions. 
 
I also question the very idea of leading with a budget to solicit feedback. It would make more sense to 
me to be presented with a:  
 
         current_state --> needs --> suggested_project (solution) --> cost/budget 
 
Then, one would have something to ponder and discuss. 
 
The LRTP document is also not helpful to a resident. It is mostly a bureaucratic document describing 
current state, statistical trends, decision-maker organization and process, current revenues sources and 
expenditures. Project information is limited mostly to a table of minor projects (maintenance, 
upgrades). Not only are there no description of long-run plans, there aren't even aspirational plans 
(after all, the document looks to 2050). 
 

https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-process/lrtp/
https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-process/lrtp/


I recognize that SMTC has a predicament in formulating long-run plans. I think that long-run 
transportation plans can only meaningfully be developed if they are done in the context of community 
long-run social/economic development plans/goals. This requires actual short and long-term plans from 
the City. The City also fails at this because its long-run planning document is purely aspirational. The City 
should, first of all, infuse the plan with a 5-year actionable plan (real deliverable projects). Then define 
more concretely it's longer-run plans.  With more specific City driven long-run development plans, the 
SMTC can then contribute very effectively to any transportation component of the plan. 
 

SMTC response: Comments noted.  
 
 
 

Financial Plan Simulation Tool Summary 

The SMTC utilized an online financial simulation tool called “Balancing Act” to share the draft financial 

plan with the public and collect feedback. The simulation allowed users to see the estimated mid- and 

long-term revenues and project costs by category, and to adjust these.  

The Federal Aid + Local Match categories (highways and transit) were not adjustable, since, locally, we 

have no influence over this Federal Aid. The remaining revenue categories could be increased or 

decreased by $1 million increments. All project cost categories could be adjusted in 1 percent 

increments to indicate a preference for more or less spending in that category. Two yes/no “scenario” 

questions were also included, with a lump sum cost for each if the user chose to add that project:  

 Should additional dollars be spent on expanding bicycle facilities in the City of Syracuse as 

suggested in their Bicycle Plan? Cost: $3 million 

 Should funds be spent on implementing the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system recommended in the 

SMTC's SMART 1 Study and other transit enhancements along Erie Boulevard (like shelters)? 

Consistent and ongoing operating funds are needed for the BRT system, which are not shown in 

the estimate. Cost: $40 million 

Users could adjust the revenues and costs, but were required to submit a balanced budget. Comments 

could also be added in each category.  

The simulation was available online from May 21, 2020, through June 19, 2020 and was advertised 

through the LRTP Update Newsletter, email, and on SMTC’s Facebook page. The simulation garnered 

over 190 page views, and 12 submissions.  

Of the 12 submissions received, only one included revenue adjustments (small increases in State 

Dedicated Funds and Competitive Federal Funds). All but one of the submissions included adjustments 

to the project costs. Highway capacity was the most common spending category to be reduced in the 

submissions, with eight respondents suggesting an average of $27 million in reduced spending in this 

category (and no respondents suggesting an increase in this category). TSMO expansion spending was 

reduced in seven submissions, at an average decrease of $13 million. Bicycle and pedestrian 

enhancements was the spending category increased by the most respondents, with seven submissions 

suggesting an average $7 million increase in spending. Ten out of the 12 respondents chose to include 



the City’s Bicycle Plan completion project, and nine respondents added the BRT/transit enhancement 

project, which added $3 million and $40 million to spending, respectively.  

Revenue categories and default values in financial plan simulation tool  

Revenue category Default value 

Highways Federal Aid + Local Match $1,914,380,000 

Transit Federal Aid + Local Match $414,480,000 

City + County Funds $229,820,000 

Transit State Dedicated Funds  $188,500,000 

Highways State Dedicated Funds $50,100,000 

Competitive Federal Funds + Local Match $26,860,000 

TOTAL $2,824,140,000 

Note: although all categories except Federal Aid + Local Match could be adjusted, only one submission included an 

adjustment to revenues (small increase in State Dedicated Funds and Competitive Federal Funds).  

 

Spending categories, default values, and summary of submitted adjustments 

Spending category Default value 

No. of 
submissions 

with decrease 

No. of 
submissions 

with increase 
Average 
change 

Highway maintenance  $1,064,531,000 4 0 ($11,532,419) 

Bridge maintenance  $766,915,000 1 3 $5,122,767 

TSMO maintenance  $15,390,000 0 1 $128,250 

Capacity  $119,275,000 8 0 ($26,936,271) 

TSMO expansion  $112,616,000 7 1 ($12,856,993) 

Interchange improvements  $68,031,000 4 0 ($3,401,550) 

Bicycle/pedestrian enhancements  $23,348,000 1 7 $7,004,400 

Safety  $22,305,000 0 4 $4,721,225 

Road diets/lane reductions  $12,164,000 2 5 $4,673,003 

Transit preventative maintenance $315,166,000 0 3 $3,676,937 

Bus replacements  $232,254,000 0 4 $8,515,980 

Transit other capital project needs  $45,310,000 0 4 $3,851,350 

Transit equipment  $4,760,000 1 4 $299,658 

Bicycle Plan completion $0 0 10 $3,000,000* 

Transit enhancement  $0 0 9 $40,000,000* 

TOTAL $2,801,975,000 --- --- --- 

*lump sum cost associated with scenario question 

 

 

 



Comments received on project cost categories 

Spending category Public Comments 

Highway maintenance  Critical fix-it-first maintenance 

Bridge maintenance Critical fix-it-first maintenance 

Transportation Systems Management 
& Operations (TSMO) maintenance  

Prioritize a joint state/county/city traffic management center that 
incorporates EMS and other transportation related components. 

Transit preventative maintenance  no comments 

Bus replacements  no comments 

Transit other capital project needs  no comments 

Transit equipment  no comments 

Capacity  

Syracuse has some of the shortest commute times in America. Road 
capacity improvements are wholly unnecessary, and the focus of 
spending should be on safety, and sustainability. 

Adding capacity to car traffic at the cost of decent transit service is 
detrimental to the population as a whole. 

Stop expanding road capacity.  Cars are causing pollution and 
pedestrian deaths. Invest in bike, pedestrian, and transit. 

Could spending here reduce costs elsewhere in the maintenance 
budget? E.g., reducing cars and replacing inefficiently used 
highways/bridges. 

Prioritize roundabouts, but adding capacity otherwise seems 
unnecessary 

TSMO expansion  

Sounds very car focused and a waste of money 

I wouldn't prioritize truck inspection sites or intersection 
improvements that widen/increase capacity. 

Interchange improvements Waste of money 

Bicycle/pedestrian enhancements 
Expanding pedestrian and bicycle enhancements would improve the 
quality of living in the city for many residents and provide necessary 
and safe means of transportation for low-middle income households. 

Bicycle Plan completion  

This is a critical component of supporting alternative mobility within 
the region - combined with projects like the Empire State Trail - this 
will help to improve mobility options within CNY. 

Additional dollars spent here will save money long term elsewhere in 
the budget. E.g., by reducing the number of cars and the associated 
highway/bridges maintenance costs. 

Road diets/lane reductions no comments 

Safety  no comments 

Transit enhancement  

BRT development would truly be informational for city residents who 
do not have access to a car. It would also make transit a real 
alternative for workers who live and work within the city. 

This is a critical component of transitioning the Syracuse Area to a 
lower carbon transportation system and should be made a priority. 

Use the excess 43.4m in my response for expanding transit. 

Will completing this enhancement reduce the number of cars using 
Erie Blvd, and therefore the associated infrastructure maintenance 
costs? 

 



Screenshot of the main page of the financial plan simulation tool  

 



Since the LRTP was adopted in 2015, the SMTC has conducted numerous 
studies to examine issues that are important to residents in our planning area. 
These studies have also yielded significant public input over the past five years, 
all of which is considered in our LRTP update.  The Syracuse Metropolitan 
Area Regional Transit Study Phase 1 (SMART 1) – which recommended a 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system for the region – included three public meetings 
in Downtown Syracuse, multiple focus group meetings, and a series of pop-
up meetings at bus stops. SMTC also conducted two surveys for Centro in 
2017: a mailed survey for people who do not currently use the bus, and an 
in-person survey on Centro buses. Both of these surveys received over 1,100 
responses. The Work Link study examined access to jobs in the region, and 
included a series of focus group meetings, stakeholder meetings, a survey, 
and a public meeting. Many recent SMTC studies – and public engagement 
efforts – have focused on bicycle and pedestrian mobility concerns; for a 
listing of all these studies see Publications > Planning Studies > Bike/Ped 
Planning on our website, www.smtcmpo.org.

LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FOR THE GREATER SYRACUSE AREA
Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council                                                                           May 2020

2050 LRTP UPDATE NEWSLETTER

THE SMTC IS UPDATING THE 
REGION’S LONG RANGE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Our current plan was created 
in 2015, and was our first 
completely new plan since 
1995. Federal law requires 
us to revisit and update the 
plan at least once every 
five years. The current 
update is focused mostly on 
changes to our performance 
measures that are required 
for compliance with new 
federal rulemaking that has 
been issued since 2015. The 
goals and objectives, as well 
as our regional priorities, are 
proposed to remain largely 
unchanged. The purpose 
of the LRTP is to guide the 
SMTC’s member agencies 
in making transportation 
investment decisions over the 
next 30 years.  

Taking into consideration federal requirements, local planning efforts, and 
feedback from the LRTP Study Advisory Committee and the public, we 
identified three sets of goals that transportation investments should achieve:
• Community Planning - Transportation investments should support the 

planning goals of the region and local communities.
• Transportation System Performance - Transportation investments should 

contribute to the achievement of transportation system performance goals.
• Significant Projects - Transportation investments should advance regionally 

significant public infrastructure projects that have already been the subject 
of substantial community discussion.

Achieving these goals is critical to making progress toward our vision for the 
region.

LRTP GOALS

SMTC STUDIES AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
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Significance of major projects based on survey results

2050 LRTP UPDATE NEWSLETTER

Check out our Transportation Atlas for more data 
about our region! www.smtcmpo.org/data/atlas

As part of the LRTP development in 2015, an online 
survey was conducted to collect feedback from the 
public on the LRTP’s proposed goals and objectives, 
and regional priority projects. A total of 380 
responses were received. Some themes emerged 
from this survey: 
• Ensure that our transportation system is safe, 

efficient, and reliable.
• Provide more facilities for biking and walking.
• Expand and improve transit service, including 

more reliable service, improved bus stops, more 
routes, and consideration of new modes such as 
light rail.

• Find a solution for the aging I-81 viaduct.

The I-81 Viaduct Project: The LRTP does not specify 
a solution for I-81, since the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), at the time 
of this writing, is still progressing the environmental 
review. Whatever solution is chosen, we know that 
I-81 will require a huge investment in the coming 
decades. Our financial plan assumes that the I-81 
project will be financed with ‘non-traditional’ funds, 

Current federal legislation for metropolitan transportation planning emphasizes a ‘performance based planning’ 
approach, which requires a rigorous examination of impacts of transportation investments over time. Newer 
federal guidance since 2015 has detailed specific requirements for performance measures, target setting, and 
tracking progress, so we are updating our LRTP to comply with these requirements. In a few instances, this means 
slight modifications to our objectives and performance measures, or incorporating new data into our plan. See 
our website for a full list of the LRTP’s Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures. 

Objective: Increase the 
percentage of non-single 
occupant vehicle (non-SOV) 
commute trips. 
Measure: Percent of commute 
trips made by walking, biking, 
transit, and carpooling. 

EXISTING MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK

REGIONAL PRIORITY PROJECTS AND THEMES FROM 2015 SURVEY RESULTS

PERFORMANCE-BASED PLANNING

meaning those funds will be in addition to our ‘traditional’ 
allotment of federal funding and that money will be allocated specifically for I-81. 

Enhanced transit system: The SMTC completed the Syracuse Metropolitan Area Regional Transit Study Phase 1 
in 2018, which identified Bus Rapid Transit as the locally-preferred alternative for enhanced transit along two 
corridors: Eastwood to Onondaga Community College, and Syracuse University to DestinyUSA. One of our 
financial challenges is finding funding – particularly operating funds – for this system. 

Expanded regional trail network: We will continue to progress projects identified in existing plans, such as the 
Onondaga Lake Trail and Onondaga Creekwalk. Significant progress has been made on the Erie Canalway 
Trail, with construction beginning to close the local gap as part of the Empire State Trail. 
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The LRTP must be ‘fiscally-constrained.’ This means 
that we must show that we expect to be able to fund 
all of the projects that are included in our future 
plan. To determine whether our plan is ‘fiscally-
constrained,’ we have to develop two numbers: 
an estimate of future revenues and an estimate of 
future costs.
 
Future revenue estimates were developed based 
on current federal funding programs and recent 
trends. We also have considered state funding and 
local (municipal) funding that is used on federal aid 
eligible roads and for transit.

Our member agencies provided lists of future 
projects that they would like to complete to address 
capacity or accessibility concerns over the life of 
this plan, in addition to the maintenance needs of 
the current system. Cost estimates were developed 
for all these projects. 

Our revenue projection is approximately $3.30 
billion for years 2020-2050, and the total 
project costs during this timeframe are estimated 
at about $3.26 billion. It is highly likely that any 
additional money that may be available would be 
spent on the substantial maintenance needs of the 
transportation system. We know that the condition 
of our system (roads, bridges, and transit) has been 
declining faster than we can fix it, so additional 
money will be needed to bring the majority of the 
system into good condition. We estimate that an 
additional $2 billion would be necessary to bring 
a substantial portion of our roads and bridges into 
good condition over the next 15 years.

Objectives: Preserve and maintain pavement; preserve and maintain bridges. 
Measures: Percent of Interstate, non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS), and other system 
mileage with pavement in ‘good’ and ‘poor’ condition. Percent of NHS and non-NHS bridges by 
deck area in ‘good’ and ‘poor’ condition. 

Give us your thoughts on how to allocate money in the future years 
of our plan! What projects would you prioritize? 
Go to https://smtc.abalancingact.com and submit your response 
by June 15.

FINANCIAL PLAN

EXISTING BRIDGE AND PAVEMENT RATINGS

Anticipated future project costs by category
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Data Source: 2018-2019 SMTC Bridge & 
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Bridge Maintenance
$870 Million

Transit Preventative Maintenance
$354 Million

Transit Bus Replacement
$281 Million
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Transportation Systems 
Management & Operations
Expansion, $130 Million

Transportation Systems 
Management & Operations
Maintenance, $25 Million

Bike/Ped, $36 Million

Highway Safety, 
$40 Million

Road Diets/
Lane Reductions, 
$12 Million

Highway Capacity, $133 Million

Interchange Improvements, $68 Million

Highway Maintenance
$1,262 Million

Transit Equipment & 
Other, $51 Million

Data Source: 2018-2019 SMTC Bridge & 
Pavement Report (FAE Roads Only)

Data Source: 2018-2019 NYSDOT
Bridge Ratings (All Roadway Bridges)
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TIMELINE AND HOW TO GET INVOLVED

Our LRTP Update must be adopted by September 30, 2020. 
For more information about the LRTP process, check out our website www.smtcmpo.org. 
Also be sure to follow us on Facebook!

Public comment
period (including
public meeting)

MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST

Final updated LRTP
for adoption by 
Policy Committee

Run future conditions 
model (VMT, emissions 
and energy analysis)

Draft document
for Advisory

Committee review

Draft document
for public and
agency review

SEPTEMBER OCTOBER

REMAINING MILESTONES 
IN THE LRTP PROCESS



 

August 2020 Public  

Outreach Summary 

Appendix  

I: 

SMTC 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan  

2020 Update 
 





 

August 2020 Public Outreach Summary 
The draft chapters of the LRTP Update were available on the SMTC’s website beginning August 3, 2020, and public 

comments were accepted through September 2, 2020. The screen shot below shows part of the LRTP page of the 

website, including links to each individual chapter as well as the full draft document for download. The web page also 

included a link to the LRTP presentation on YouTube, and a comment form (people could also email comments to the 

address shown below).  

 

 

 



 
The SMTC used the following methods to publicize the availability of the draft LRTP Update for public review and 

comment: 

• press release to numerous local media outlets 

• legal notice in the local newspaper  

• four separate Facebook posts during the comment period directing viewers to the LRTP website and the 

presentation on YouTube 

• email blast to all email addresses in the SMTC database (approximately 600 email addresses) 

• email to Centro’s Accessible Transportation Advisory Committee 

• letter mailed to environmental and transportation-related agencies (see listing in Appendix G) 

The press release and legal notice are included at the end of this appendix. The slides from the presentation are also 

included (the posting on YouTube also included a narration with each slide).  

Comments received in response to the draft LRTP Update (all via email) 

Date: August 4, 2020 

Comments (multiple emails from same individual):  

WorkLink study has been implemented through the AEI grant. We provide an additional transportation mode in 

addition to walking, bikes, buses etc. I think shuttles should be in the plan. We have helped over 300 people so far. It 

should be a funding mode since there are tens of thousands need this service in Onondoga Co. 

The grants we got are limited and only 2 years. Can we talk about adding this transportation mode to the plan?  

Worklink should be part of the 5 year plan. We have initiated a program Shuttle program that has helped over 300 

people. We are funded by AEI grants which end in 2 years. This mode of transportation is so essential to the 

community as WorkLink demonstrated, we have a model operational...we should be in the long range plan. Future 

funding should come from this plan . If it isn’t in the plan it cannot get funding. 

Can we talk about this? 

I received a long Range Transportation plan update and I ask that the WorkLink study be part of the plan. You were 
helpful in getting the powers to be to work together to get the study. 
You said “ without a study “ you cannot get into a transportation plan. Without being in the plan , you cannot get 
money. 
We will  finish our Shuttle program through AEI grant in 2 years .  We  have helped over 300 people so far since we 
began. Our AEI grant ends in 2 years and growth and funding for the large number of people requesting our services 
to get to jobs will end.there are tens of thousands needing  our Sevice. Walking, biking, or  bus  will not meet their 
needs. The economics of our program is that the County gets $65 in taxes etc for each dollar they give us. 
Can we talk about getting this reconsidered as part of the plan? 

SMTC response 1 (email):  

The Worklink study was a critical item that set the basis for that type of effort going forward. 
Now that the study is completed - the data and effort in it is in our plan. 
The types of work you are looking to fund are eligible for some types of federal funding and not others. 
The biggest hurdle is always finding a sponsor for the project (Public Sector). 
 
There is nothing left for us (SMTC) to do to fund the work link activities other than for an eligible sponsor and 
eligible fund source to come together. 
 



 

I will let the others I copied in on this offer their thoughts. 
 
Thank you for the comment - and it will be included as part of the feedback we get. 
 
SMTC response 2 (email):  
 
I received your comment through the online form. I am not sure why it said comments were closed, but I had 
someone else in our office test it and it seemed to work fine. I also received your direct email. 
 
Just a couple of items to add to what Jim already said:  
 
Providence Services is mentioned, by name, multiple times within the draft LRTP Update - specifically on p. 84 
(Work Link recommendations), p. 86 ("Connecting People to Jobs"), and p. 113 ("Access to Jobs"). The plan also 
includes two objectives within the Equity goal area that speak directly to improving transit service to 
employment centers and to "improve transportation options for off-peak commuters without cars." A service 
like Providence Services would certainly align with the goals and objectives of the LRTP.  
 
As I have previously stated, the LRTP is not a capital program; it is a long-range planning document that 
articulates a vision for the region. Future projects would still have to compete for federal funding through the 
TIP process. As Jim has noted, a project must have a public sponsor. 
 
We will make sure your comments are documented in the LRTP Update.  

Date: August 4, 2020 

Comment: 

With all due respect, I do not see any "plan" in this document. Not even an aspirational one. 

I see only: who we are; what we do; who we work with; mandate; accomplishments; the usual rehash of 

demographics and transportation statistics; current conditions; etc. 

Rather surprisingly, actual imminent major projects are explicitly left out.  

Transportation planning cannot be done outside of urban planning and economic development planning (of which, 

admittedly, there little of in the City and the County).  

The SMTC cannot provide effective assistance to City and County as long as City and County fail to engage in genuine 

urban and economic planning efforts---which should be one of their major responsibilities. 

I urge SMTC to urge the City and the County to establish fully capable urban and economic planning agencies and 

work with all the other related agencies to proactively plan and develop the region in a thoughtful, inspired and 

organized way. 

SMTC response (email):  

Thank you, as always, for the thoughtful comment. The Syracuse-Onondaga County Planning Agency, as well 

as other City and County departments, are SMTC member agencies. As SMTC staff, we will share your concerns 

with those member agencies.  

There are very specific requirements, as detailed in the federal FAST Act, for the contents of the LRTP. As noted 

in the draft LRTP Update, the plan will be updated again when a decision is made and funding is identified for 

the I-81 project.  

 



 

Date: August 24, 2020 

Comment: 

Dear SMTC, 

It is my personal opinion that the Syracuse Metropolitan area should seriously consider the addition of a regional light 

rail system including station park in rides as well as pedestrian bridges over major highways such as I-81. I am born 

and raised in CNY but have also been a resident of Denver for 20 years - 10 years before their light rail system became 

operation and 10 years afterward. I as well as friends in the area experienced an increase in mobility throughout the 

area while simultaneously experiencing less reliance on our automobiles. I wonder what a light rail line with car park 

in rides following the current I-81 alignment from the 81-481 interchange at Brighton Towers all the way north to the 

current 81-481 interchange at Driver's Village and the associated station stops along the route.  

SMTC response (email):  

Thank you for your comments on the SMTC’s draft LRTP Update; it will be noted in the appendix to the final 

plan.  

The SMTC completed the Syracuse Metropolitan Area Regional Transit Study Phase 1 (SMART 1) in 2018, which 

evaluated a variety of options for “enhanced transit” within the Syracuse region and recommended a Bus 

Rapid Transit system on two corridors as the preferred option. (Study report is available on our website 

https://smtcmpo.org/partner/syracuse-metropolitan-area-regional-transit-study-phase-1/ )  This BRT system 

is included as an “illustrative project” in the draft LRTP Update, along with an I-81 express bus route with park-

and-rides north of Syracuse. Both of these projects are desired, but at this point in time a fund source has not 

been identified (in particular, a sustained source of annual operating funds is needed). These projects are 

discussed in Chapter 6 of the draft LRTP Update, which can be downloaded from our website 

https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-process/lrtp/.  

We appreciate your feedback in the transportation planning process.  

Date: August 29, 2020 

Comment: 

Appears to be a very comprehensive report on the future needs and wants for transportation and its infrastructure in 

CNY.  

Focus is on people first followed by vehicles, manufacturing, trucks, bus and train and plane, not necessarily in that 

order. Planes and trains need their ground access improved as the airport and train station have been recently 

upgraded.  

Through out the report, every transportation venue is rated for its current state. Good to go, needs improvement, 

does not exist and in the planning state conditions are explained.  

Here are my thoughts, observations and concerns:  

The impact of COVID-19 on the funding and schedules and workers.  

The impact on data to date when the results of the 2020 census is done.  

https://smtcmpo.org/partner/syracuse-metropolitan-area-regional-transit-study-phase-1/
https://smtcmpo.org/about-us/planning-process/lrtp/


 

I81 project and the extend that Environmental Justice will be applied.  

Area sustainability versus unchecked growth.  

Continued focus and improvement on the sidewalk improvement projects.  

Uber and Lyft consideration for transporting people.  

Energy costs and availability, including wind and sun re: electric cars.  

Bicycles interspersed with vehicle traffic. The CNY area is not bike friendly. Some great improvements have been 

made, mostly for going across NY via the Erie Canal and going around Onondaga Lake, connecting to the Syracuse 

Creek Walk and the Erie Canal. These are awesome and more like them are needed. The Connective Corridor in 

Syracuse is a great example.  

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on your report. This topic has always been near and dear to my 

heart.  

SMTC response (email):  

Thank you for taking the time to look through the SMTC's draft LRTP Update, and for the thoughtful 

comments, which will be documented in the final version of the plan.  

 

  











 

August 6, 2015 
 

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Contact:  Meghan Vitale 

    (315) 422-5716 
    mvitale@smtcmpo.org 

 

 

SMTC Draft Final Long Range Transportation Plan  
Available for Public Review/Comment 

 
 
SYRACUSE, N.Y. -- The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) has created an entirely new 

draft 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The final plan will serve as a blueprint that guides the 

Syracuse Metropolitan Planning Area’s transportation development over a 35-year period. Updated at least every 

five years to reflect changing conditions and new planning principles, the LRTP looks at major urban 

transportation planning issues such as: the environment; air quality; access to transportation; alternative 

transportation modes (i.e., bicycle and pedestrian); the impact of land development on the transportation system; 

highway traffic congestion; and maintenance of the existing infrastructure.  These are just some of the 

transportation concerns addressed by the draft 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan. 

 

Comments on the draft plan received on or before Thursday, September 3, 2015, will be considered for the 

final document, to be presented to the SMTC Policy Committee for adoption in September 2015.   

 

For those interested in reviewing the draft 2050 LRTP, a copy of the document is available at the Central Branch 

of the Onondaga County Public Library, The Galleries of Syracuse, 447 South Salina Street, 

 

Press Release: SMTC Draft LRTP Available for Public Review/Comment 

August 6, 2015 

Page 2 

 

 

Syracuse, and the SMTC offices, 100 Clinton Square, 126 N. Salina Street, Suite 100, Syracuse. Additionally, the 

document is available via the SMTC web site at www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050.      

 

All LRTP comments shall be submitted in writing by Thursday, September 3, 2015 to contactus@smtcmpo.org 

or via postal mail to:  SMTC, Attn: Meghan Vitale, 100 Clinton Square, 126 N. Salina Street, Suite 100, Syracuse, 

NY 13202. 

http://www.smtcmpo.org/LRTP2050
mailto:contactus@smtcmpo.org


 

 

 

~~~~~~~ 

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council was formed in 1966 as a result of the Federal Aid Highway 

Act of 1962 and Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964.  Serving as the Metropolitan Planning Organization 

(MPO) for the Syracuse Metropolitan Area, the SMTC provides the forum for cooperative decision-making in 

developing transportation plans and programs for Onondaga County as well the Town of Sullivan in Madison 

County, and the Towns of Hastings, Schroeppel, West Monroe and a small portion of Granby in Oswego County. 

Its committees are comprised of elected and appointed officials, representing local, State and Federal governments 

or agencies (e.g., CNY Regional Transportation Authority, CNY Regional Planning and Development Board, 

City of Syracuse, Onondaga County, New York State Department of Transportation, etc.) having interest in or 

responsibility for transportation planning and programming. 

#  #  # 
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