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APPENDIX M-5:  
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 
SINCE SEPTEMBER 2, 2014 

 
 

1 INTRODUCTION  
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the New York State Department of 
Transportation (NYSDOT) accepted public comments on the I-81 Viaduct Project (the 
“Project”) received from September 3, 2014 through publication of this Draft Design 
Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DDR/DEIS). Comments received prior to 
September 2, 2014, which marked the end of the Project’s formal scoping comment period, 
were addressed in the Scoping Report published in April 2015. The Scoping Report for the 
Project is available on the Project website (https://www.dot.ny.gov/i81opportunities). 
Comments contained in this DDR/DEIS were received after September 3, 2014, including 
comments on the preliminary DDR/DEIS, which was published in April 2019. Copies of all 
original comments are provided in Appendix M-6. 

NYSDOT held numerous public and stakeholder meetings to provide meaningful opportunities 
for public input (see Tables M-1-1 and M-1-2 in this appendix). Substantive comments have 
been considered, and the Project has evolved accordingly, as presented in this DDR/DEIS.  

2 PROJECT PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES, AND NEED 

 Why does the existing viaduct need to be replaced? It appears to be functioning as is.  

 As presented in Sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 of this DDR/DEIS, the existing I-81 viaduct, adjacent 
highway segments, and associated ramps have numerous structural and operational 
deficiencies, and the highway infrastructure is nearing the end of its intended design life. 
NYSDOT monitors the condition of the I-81 viaduct and implements repairs as necessary to 
keep the roadway safe for the traveling public. Although the infrastructure is maintained in a 
state of good repair to ensure the highway remains safe for the traveling public, continued 
deterioration would lead to increased maintenance costs and weight and speed restrictions 
on bridges. Over time, substantial maintenance costs would make continued operation 
unreasonable and would justify the viaduct’s replacement, or removal with vehicular capacity 
otherwise accommodated, as a more cost effective long-term solution. Therefore, it is not 
reasonable to leave the I-81 viaduct “as is,” and NYSDOT intends to move forward with a 
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project to remove or replace it. The No Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and 
objectives of the Project (see Section 1.1), nor would it address the identified transportation 
needs (see Section 1.4). Therefore, it is not reasonable to progress the No Build Alternative. 
However, the National Environmental Policy Act requires the evaluation of a No Build 
Alternative, which serves as the baseline to which the other alternatives are compared. 

 The No Build Alternative would not address the deficiencies of the existing viaduct. 
Specifically, a “no build” alternative would also extend the harms created by the viaduct, while 
forcing drivers to continue to face the significant safety issues created by the current structure 
and worsening traffic problems due to continuous repair and construction. 

 The No Build Alternative was not recommended or identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
the Project. The No Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and objectives of the Project 
(see Section 1.1), nor would it address the identified transportation needs (see Section 1.4). 
Therefore, it is not reasonable to progress the No Build Alternative. However, the National 
Environmental Policy Act requires the evaluation of a No Build Alternative, which serves as 
the baseline to which the other alternatives are compared. 

 Other road projects should have greater priority than this one for NYSDOT—why is this one 
proposed first? There are other roads throughout the Syracuse area that need improvement.  

 The I-81 Viaduct Project is informed by the I-81 Corridor Study, a three-year planning study 
conducted by NYSDOT, the Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council, and FHWA, that 
was completed in July 2013. This study, which identified strategies for the long-term viability 
of approximately 12 miles of highway along I-81 between its southern and northern 
interchanges with I-481, concluded that reconstructing or replacing the I-81 viaduct through 
Downtown Syracuse in the near term was a priority, leading to the initiation of the I-81 Viaduct 
Project. The Project’s implementation is being pursued concurrently with many other 
transportation projects throughout New York State. 

 The existing I-81 viaduct has exceeded its lifespan and its structural integrity should be 
monitored while the Project is being developed and finalized. 

 NYSDOT will continue to monitor the condition of I-81 and implement maintenance and repairs 
as needed to ensure the highway is safe for the traveling public. These efforts will continue 
as NYSDOT pursues the I-81 Viaduct Project. 

 The established Project goals focus on greater Syracuse while most of the Project objectives 
limit themselves to Downtown Syracuse. The NYSDOT uses these narrow objectives to 
screen the alternatives available. The end result is that some of the alternatives that would 
help meet the Project's goals are deemed unreasonable and removed from consideration, 
while others that would run counter to the Project's goals remain under consideration.  
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 The objectives were developed to meet the purpose of the Project and address the identified 
transportation needs. The objectives reflect substantial agency and public input. NYSDOT 
considered local and regional effects when assessing the reasonableness of alternatives. It 
should be noted that both the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives meet the Project’s 
objectives, but after careful consideration of various factors, NYSDOT has identified the 
Community Grid Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. Refer to Section 8.3 for further 
information on the screening and evaluation of potential alternatives.  

 The following sentence from page 2-6 of the DDR/DEIS should be corrected to state that the 
Town of Van Buren is west of Syracuse: "I-690 is an east-west interstate highway extending 
almost 14 miles from I-90 in the Town of Van Buren east of the Project Area to I-481 in the 
Town of DeWitt." 

 The text has been corrected. 

3 ALTERNATIVES 
3-1 VIADUCT ALTERNATIVES 

 The Viaduct Alternative should be advanced given the following reasons: it would provide the 
best travel times for motorists and emergency service providers; would be the most cost 
effective; and would preserve businesses such as those in the Town of Salina and Destiny 
USA. The Viaduct Alternative would not function as a barrier and would instead provide new 
lighting and landscaping for the area underneath. The view of the City that the viaduct 
provides entices visitors.  

 NYSDOT has thoroughly considered the benefits and disadvantages of the Viaduct 
Alternative, which are presented in this DDR/DEIS. Both the Viaduct and Community Grid 
Alternatives would provide acceptable travel times for motorists and emergency service 
providers and would preserve businesses such as those in the Town of Salina and Destiny 
USA. Both would reconstruct and improve landscaping along Almond Street and maintain and 
enhance connectivity. While the cost of both alternatives has been deemed reasonable, the 
Viaduct Alternative, at $2.1 billion, would be more costly than the Community Grid Alternative 
at $1.9 billion. Based on a balanced consideration of the need for safe and efficient 
transportation; the social, economic, and environmental (including visual) effects of the 
Project alternatives; and national, State, and local environmental protection goals, NYSDOT 
has identified the Community Grid Alternative as the Project’s Preferred Alternative (see 
Section 8.3 of this DDR/DEIS). 

 The Viaduct Alternative should not be advanced given the following reasons: it would require 
long-term maintenance and would need to be replaced again in the future. It would continue 
to divide the City and exacerbate disruption and would require excessive building acquisitions 
and demolition. The Viaduct Alternative would encourage people to speed through the City 
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rather than stop and patronize businesses along the way. A widened highway would devalue 
nearby properties. The Viaduct Alternative would also result in vulnerability to terrorism. 

After review of the preliminary DDR/DEIS, we stand opposed to the Viaduct Alternative. A 
reconstructed viaduct would destroy historic and culturally sensitive properties in the City and 
continue the hardships and injustices experienced over decades by people and 
neighborhoods in the shadow of it. 

 This DDR/DEIS describes the potential benefits and impacts of both the Viaduct Alternative 
and the Community Grid Alternative. After careful consideration of the social, economic, and 
environmental consequences of both build alternatives, the Community Grid Alternative has 
been identified as the Preferred Alternative for the Project, as documented in Section 8.3 of 
this DDR/DEIS. 

 Consider the placement of exits and entrances along the new viaduct. Eliminate those that 
don’t work well today. Fewer exits would improve traffic flow.  

 FHWA and NYSDOT analyzed numerous locations for placement of interchanges and 
entrance and exit ramps to determine the optimal alignment for the Viaduct Alternative. The 
analysis considered how best to meet the operational and safety needs of the Project while 
minimizing environmental impacts. The most effective, least impactful options that best meet 
the purpose and objectives of the Project and address the identified transportation needs 
have been integrated into the design of the alternatives. Refer to Section 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 and 
plans in Appendix A-1 for more details.  

 Add more exits to the improved I-81. Consider a new exit/entrance to the hospitals. 

 See response to Comment 3-3. Maintaining or enhancing access to key destinations (i.e., 
business districts, hospitals, and institutions) in neighborhoods within and near Downtown 
Syracuse is one of the Project's stated objectives and has been a critical consideration in the 
design of the Project (see Section 1.1). Both build alternatives would maintain adequate 
access to emergency services including to hospitals. 

 Under the Viaduct Alternative, make use of some of the re-routing configurations of the 
Community Grid Alternative. For example, remove the Adams Street and Harrison Street 
ramps. 

 Because the two build alternatives differ substantially, it is not always feasible or appropriate 
to include the same features in both. Therefore, while the two build alternatives have some 
key features in common (for example, the improvements at the I-690/West Street interchange 
are proposed under both), it is not possible to integrate all features of one alternative into the 
other. For example, it is not geometrically feasible to locate the Community Grid Alternative’s 
proposed I-690 interchange at Crouse and Irving Avenues under the Viaduct Alternative, as 
doing so would introduce several non-standard and non-conforming features and short 
weaving sections that would create safety and operational concerns. Likewise, removing the 
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Harrison Street/Adams Street ramps under the Viaduct Alternative would not meet the 
operational and safety needs of the Project.  

 Include exit plan redesigns, similar to the Community Grid Alternative.  

 See responses to Comments 3-3, 3-4, and 3-5; Section 3.4.2; and Appendix A-1 of this 
DDR/DEIS for more detail. Modifying the design of the Viaduct Alternative to include 
interchanges that are part of the Community Grid Alternative—specifically, the interchange at 
Crouse and Irving Avenues—would be geometrically infeasible. The West Street interchange 
and northern segment improvements are common to the Viaduct and Community Grid 
Alternatives. 

 Keep the Harrison Street entrance ramp as an eastbound I-690 ramp only with no cross-over 
to northbound I-81 to serve people going to Burnet Avenue/Erie Boulevard East locations. 

 Under the Viaduct Alternative, traffic analysis has shown the heaviest use of the northbound 
entrance ramp from Harrison Street is for destinations to the north and west, and traffic 
destined to eastbound I-690 can be accommodated by a separate entrance ramp. Therefore, 
the northbound entrance ramp from Harrison Street would be improved to enhance traffic 
operations to destinations to the north and west but would no longer provide direct 
connections to eastbound I-690, thus mitigating one of the highest high crash patterns in the 
Project Area. Motorists wanting to access eastbound I-690 from Almond Street would stay on 
Almond Street and take the new eastbound entrance ramp located just north of Erie 
Boulevard. See Appendix C-3. 

 Use the Erie Boulevard right-of-way for I-81. 

 Using the Erie Boulevard right-of-way for I-81 is not feasible. Erie Boulevard is a vital east-
west urban arterial, whereas I-81 is a north-south interstate. I-81 serves drivers with different 
destinations from those using Erie Boulevard. 

 Construct a roof over the viaduct to shield the roadway from snow.  

 Construction of a roof over the viaduct to shield it from snow is not necessary to meet the 
purpose and objectives of the Project (stated in Section 1.1) nor is it necessary to address 
the identified transportation needs (described in Section 1.4). Construction of a roof would 
introduce unnecessary operations and maintenance costs. Therefore, a roof over the viaduct 
is not proposed as part of the Project.  

 Ensure adequate lighting, safety measures for pedestrians, and beautification under the 
viaduct, including new parks and green spaces; include appropriate landscaping to minimize 
the visual effects of the viaduct. 
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 The Viaduct Alternative would provide safe, accessible accommodations along Almond Street 
for pedestrians and bicyclists including sidewalks, shared-use (bicycle and pedestrian) paths, 
and a cycle track north of East Genesee Street. Lighting along the sidewalks would be 
improved. In addition to the improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities, the Almond Street 
reconstruction work would include numerous green spaces, landscaping improvements, and 
improvements to Wilson Park. 

 Consider widening the viaduct to add lanes. 

 Widening the I-81 viaduct to add lanes is not necessary in order to meet the Project purpose 
and objectives (stated in Section 1.1) nor is it necessary to address the identified 
transportation needs (described in Section 1.4). Further, widening the I-81 viaduct to add 
lanes would require substantially more property acquisitions and could result in adverse 
environmental effects including potential impacts to historic resources, parklands, air quality, 
and noise. 

 The Project should consider a “stacked” viaduct alternative with one direction above the other 
direction, or consider an alternative with one direction above ground and the other direction 
below ground. This would reduce the Project footprint and maintain existing exits.  

 A stacked viaduct alternative (previously identified as Alternative V-5: New Stacked Viaduct) 
was considered and presented in the Project’s Scoping Report (April 2015). As documented 
in that report and in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.3 of this DDR/DEIS, the stacked viaduct alternative 
would not be reasonable and was dismissed from further consideration. 

 As part of the redesign of the viaduct, the storm drains on I-81 would need to be replaced. 

 As described in Section 5.5.3, storm drains would be replaced as part of the Viaduct 
Alternative.  

 Improvements to I-690 and the Irving and Crouse interchanges should be done under the 
Viaduct Alternative. 

 Under the Viaduct Alternative, I-690 between Leavenworth Avenue and Lodi Street would be 
completely reconstructed and improved, including existing Interchanges 11, 12, and 13. 
Ramp spacings would be improved and all acceleration and deceleration lane lengths would 
meet applicable design criteria (see the Design Criteria Tables in Appendix C-6). Refer to 
the response to Comment 3-5 regarding the consideration of a new interchange at Crouse 
and Irving Avenues under the Viaduct Alternative. 

 Consider alternative construction/operational (e.g., speed limit) modifications for the viaduct. 
Restrict the speed on the new viaduct to 45 to 55 miles per hour so that it would not need to 
be as wide and can fit within the existing footprint. 
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 In accordance with the NYSDOT Highway Design Manual, Chapter 2, and AASHTO geometric 
design standards, the minimum required interstate design speed for both I-81 and I-690 would 
be 60 mph, anticipating a posted speed limit of 55 mph. The current posted speed of the 
viaduct is 45 to 55 miles per hour, and there are several locations where I-81 does not meet 
design standards due to its inadequate width. Under the Viaduct Alternative, the viaduct would 
be part of the interstate system and, as such, would be required to meet current Interstate 
Design Criteria with a minimum design speed of 60 mph (55 mph posted speed). Refer to 
Appendix C-6 for Interstate Design Criteria. 

 To avoid replacement of the viaduct, improve conditions at the Adams and Harrison Streets 
ramps (for example, by widening the exits with an additional lane) and repair surface 
conditions on southbound Adams Street, Harrison Street, and Almond Street to address traffic 
problems. 

 Standalone improvements to the Harrison and Adams Streets exits would be insufficient to 
meet the Project’s purpose, which is “to address structural deficiencies and non-standard 
highway features while creating an improved transportation corridor through the City of 
Syracuse that meets the transportation needs and provides the infrastructure to support long-
range transportation planning efforts.” 

 With the Viaduct Alternative, make improvements to I-481 to improve existing traffic conditions 
and to accommodate traffic that is diverted while the new viaduct is being constructed. 

 Under the Viaduct Alternative the proposed improvements to the existing I-81 corridor and its 
interchanges would allow traffic to operate adequately without improvements to I-481. 
Construction of the Viaduct Alternative, as described in Section 4.3, also is feasible without 
extensive improvements to I-481. As I-481 would function as the Phase 3 I-81 detour route, 
the existing ramps connecting I-81 to I-481 at the I-81/I-481 north and south interchanges 
would be temporarily restriped.  

3-2 COMMUNITY GRID ALTERNATIVE 

 The Community Grid Alternative should be advanced for various reasons, including but not 
limited to the following: the alternative would repair the damage done by the viaduct and 
restore cohesiveness to the City; improve tax payers’ quality of life; return land to the City, 
thereby increasing its tax base and tax revenues; foster economic development; require fewer 
building acquisitions than the Viaduct Alternative; and preserve the historic buildings that 
would be demolished by the Viaduct Alternative. The Community Grid Alternative could 
improve housing conditions, health outcomes, and economic and educational opportunities 
for all people in Syracuse. The Community Grid Alternative would be less expensive and 
would have a shorter construction duration than the Viaduct Alternative. The Community Grid 
Alternative would be better for pedestrians, incorporate bike lanes, and provide an attractive 
entrance to the City. The Community Grid Alternative would also improve travel and 
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accessibility, provide multiple traffic routes to destinations, reduce traffic speeds in urban 
areas, and decrease commuter traffic congestion, making driving less important in the future. 

The leadership of State University of New York (SUNY) Upstate Medical University, SUNY 
College of Environmental Sciences of Forestry (ESF), St. Joseph’s Hospital Health Center, 
and Syracuse University issued open letters to faculty, staff, and studies expressing their 
support of the Community Grid Alternative. 

 As stated in Section 8.3 of this DDR/DEIS, the Community Grid Alternative has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative for the I-81 Viaduct Project. 

 Consider additional enhancements to the Community Grid Alternative (Community Grid Plus), 
such as transit improvements, traffic signal coordination, improvements to I-481, re-
designation of roadways, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, other roadway improvements 
such as enhancements to Bear Street and I-481 Interchange 3, and elimination of the 
“common features” at the I-81/I-690 interchange. As part of the Community Grid Plus option, 
establish a mitigation fund to compensate for certain potential impacts, make use of local and 
Minority/Women-Owned Business Enterprise employment during construction, mitigate 
trucking impacts on towns and villages, establish a fund for long-term maintenance, and make 
construction process improvements (such as allowing more local contractors opportunity by 
breaking up the project into smaller components or using a combination of design build or 
other delivery processes on the project). In addition, NYSDOT should establish a 
Revitalization Commission, which would develop strategies and metrics to turn excess land 
within the City back to the community for redevelopment and rebuilding the local tax base; 
incorporate inclusive development principles for property disposition and construction 
activities; and assist the suburbs in developing lands adjacent to I-81 and I-481 

 NYSDOT carefully considered the Community Grid Plus proposal and incorporated many of 
its elements into a refined design for the Community Grid Alternative. These include traffic 
signal coordination, Bear Street improvements, improvements to I-481 and its interchanges, 
re-designation of roadways, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, other roadway 
improvements, and elimination of the “common features” at the I-81/I-690 interchange (see 
responses to Comments 3-20, 3-40, 3-49, 3-61, 3-98, 4-23, 5-18, 5-93). Upon the completion 
of construction, NYSDOT may be able to dispose of potential surplus transportation right-of-
way in the Central Study Area in accordance with Federal and State law or the Contractor 
may sell staging sites. NYSDOT will form a land use working group consisting of 
representatives from the city, the city’s school district, economic development and economic 
opportunity organizations, the business community, environmental justice communities, 
neighborhood residents, and other organizations and stakeholders as appropriate to provide 
input to NYSDOT in establishing a framework for the non-transportation use of each potential 
surplus parcel that results from the implementation of the Community Grid Alternative. Other 
elements of the Community Grid Plus mentioned above are beyond the scope of this Project 
and/or are outside the purview of the NYSDOT. 
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 The Community Grid Alternative should not be advanced and I-81 should remain on its 
existing route through Downtown Syracuse for various reasons, including but not limited to 
the following: traffic on local streets; increased travel times and congestion (which also would 
affect emergency services); and the other issues that accompany traffic congestion such as 
fuel consumption, air pollution, and noise.  

In addition, the responsibility for maintenance and snow removal would fall on the City; bike 
lanes and street trees are not realistic in the Syracuse climate; land uses along Almond Street 
(i.e., parking garages, medical facilities, etc.) are not conducive to a pedestrian-friendly 
environment; and I-81 needs to be maintained for national defense and evacuations. The 
Community Grid Alternative would not be effective in solving the social problems identified, 
and the argument that a viaduct is a barrier is not valid because people can travel beneath it; 
a boulevard like that envisioned with the Community Grid Alternative would still bisect 
neighborhoods. A fund should be established for long-term maintenance of infrastructure and 
City streets for the Community Grid Alternative. 

I-81 should be maintained along its current route through Syracuse and Central New York and 
its designation and function should not be removed or impaired. NYSDOT should address all 
social and environmental impacts of the I-81 Viaduct Project on the towns, including those 
pertaining to environmental justice and local and regional economies. The Project should 
maintain proper access to the four hospitals currently served by I-81 and address the effects 
of increased truck traffic. 

 NYSDOT has given consideration to all input received regarding advantages and 
disadvantages of the Community Grid Alternative and has carefully considered the potential 
social, economic, and environmental effects of the Community Grid Alternative, which are 
presented in this DDR/DEIS. Based on a balanced consideration of the need for safe and 
efficient transportation; the social, economic, and environmental effects of the project 
alternatives; public and agency input; and national, State, and local environmental protection 
goals, the Community Grid Alternative has been identified as the Project’s Preferred 
Alternative (see Section 8.3 of this DDR/DEIS). This DDR/DEIS includes analyses of the full 
range of potential social, economic, and environmental effects of the Project. Where adverse 
effects are identified, this DDR/DEIS describes measures to mitigate these effects (see 
Chapter 6). This DDR/DEIS also includes analysis of the effects of the Project on 
environmental justice populations and concludes that the Community Grid Alternative would 
not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects to environmental justice populations 
(see Section 6-2-3). 

NYSDOT has also considered the potential for changes in traffic within Central New York 
using the Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council’s regional model, and the potential 
effects of the Community Grid Alternative on traffic are disclosed in Section 5.6.1 of this 
DDR/DEIS. Potential effects on regional and local economies are discussed in Section 6-3-2 
of this DDR/DEIS. Also, see responses to comments in Section 4, Transportation of this 
appendix regarding traffic considerations. NYSDOT would own and be responsible for 
maintenance of BL 81, while local City streets would continue to be maintained by the City, 
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as they are today. Bicycle and pedestrian enhancements are included in accordance with the 
Project’s objectives and with consideration of existing land uses. Landscaping would be 
chosen with consideration of the local climate. I-81 would continue to exist under the 
Community Grid Alternative (existing I-481 would be designated as the new I-81), therefore 
its function as a national defense and evacuation route would be maintained. 

 Maintain a viaduct through Syracuse but re-designate the highway as a State route to avoid 
Federal interstate design requirements so that it can be narrower and have a reduced 
footprint.  

Since NYSDOT would re-designate I-481 as I-81, consider keeping the viaduct (no build) and 
upgrade Almond Street below. Make BL 81 a no entrance/exit byway (viaduct) from the new 
Burt Street ramps going through the City. NYSDOT could leave the eastbound and westbound 
I-690 ramps. Option: Keep the Harrison Street entrance ramp as an eastbound I-690 ramp 
only to merge with viaduct eastbound I-690 ramp (no cross-over to northbound I-81). This 
would service folks going to Burnet Avenue/Erie Boulevard East locations. Again, Almond 
Street would be upgraded to direct traffic to northbound BL 81.  

 A non-interstate elevated highway along the Almond Street corridor would need to meet the 
appropriate design criteria, whether or not I-81 is re-routed along the existing I-481, and 
regardless of whether it is de-designated as a Federal highway (see Design Criteria Tables 
in Appendix C-6). The existing viaduct is already a narrow highway, with numerous non-
standard features including narrow shoulders and limited stopping sight distance, both of 
which have been identified as contributing to a high crash rate. Rebuilding a new, non-
interstate, elevated highway along the Almond Street corridor to meet current design 
standards would therefore still result in right-of-way impacts, including building impacts. 
Additionally, because the Community Grid Alternative would meet the Project’s safety and 
traffic operational needs, a non-interstate, elevated state route would not be necessary, and 
it would result in substantial additional cost. 

Under the Community Grid Alternative, creating an elevated State route or bypass along 
Almond Street is not warranted to meet the Project’s purpose and objectives or address the 
identified transportation needs. Additionally, including a viaduct that eliminates the exits 
would be impractical since the majority of the traffic is local, traveling to and from destinations 
in Downtown and University Hill. The elimination of these exits would result in excessive 
congestion on the City street system. 

 As part of the Community Grid Alternative, keep the viaduct and make it a one-lane bypass 
with shoulder (or leave it two-lane) with appropriate speed limit, similar to Houston and other 
cities where they have a designated lane with no exits for miles and no movement to other 
lanes. Something similar could happen for the southbound lanes. 

 See the response to Comment 3-21. Also, having an elevated highway that only provides for 
traffic bypassing the Downtown area (with no entrances or exits to Downtown or to I-690) 
would result in improved travel times for only a small percentage of the overall traffic 
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(generally traffic that travels between areas south of the City to areas just north of the City 
(such as the Salina area). Additionally, because the Community Grid Alternative would meet 
the Project’s safety and operational needs (described in Section 5.6.1 of this DDR/DEIS), a 
non-interstate, elevated State route would result in substantial additional cost with limited 
benefit. 

 Include access to the old main entrance of Oakwood Cemetery. Extend the Project Area to 
the I-81 embankment south of the viaduct, preferably to Brighton Avenue, but at least to Colvin 
Street. Extending the Community Grid to connect with City streets south of the viaduct through 
removal of the embankment could have the following benefits to historic resources: it would 
disperse traffic before it reaches Downtown, thereby avoiding having all traffic dump directly 
into the historic Pioneer Homes complex; it would help address the economic damage done 
by the original construction of I-81, which diverted traffic from South Salina Street, and would 
thereby enhance the viability of National Register-listed and eligible resources including the 
South Salina Street Historic District, South Presbyterian Church, and the Sears Building; and 
it would restore access to the original entrance to National Register-listed, nationally 
significant Oakwood Cemetery, which was cut off by the construction of I-81. This highway 
barrier severed the cemetery from the City and has directly led to ongoing deterioration in the 
oldest parts of the cemetery due to lack of access and visibility. Providing access to the 
cemetery along a new boulevard in place of I-81 would provide renewed prominence and 
relevance to Oakwood Cemetery. In addition, converting I-81 to a lower, slower road would 
reduce ongoing high levels of noise pollution in the cemetery. 

 The Community Grid Alternative does include a new northbound exit from BL 81 to Colvin 
Street, which would improve access to Oakwood Cemetery. In accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act, potential social, economic, and environmental impacts of the 
Project were evaluated, including potential impacts to Oakwood Cemetery. Topic-specific 
considerations such as historic resources, visual impacts, and traffic noise are documented 
within their respective sections, within Chapter 6 of this DDR/DEIS. Other changes in access 
to Oakwood Cemetery are beyond the scope of this Project and not under consideration at 
this time.  

 If bicycle and pedestrian goals were not included in the decision-making, would the 
Community Grid Alternative still be selected?  

 Maintaining and enhancing pedestrian and bicycle connections in the local street network is 
an established objective of the Project; therefore, NYSDOT did not consider advancement of 
any alternatives that would not meet this objective, and pedestrian and bicycle enhancements 
were incorporated into both the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives. However, 
numerous factors were considered in the development and evaluation of potential alternatives 
and in the identification of the Preferred Alternative. The identification of the Community Grid 
as the Preferred Alternative was based on a balanced consideration of the need for safe and 
efficient transportation; the social, economic, and environmental effects of the Project 
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alternatives; public and agency input; and national, State, and local environmental protection 
goals (see Section 8.3 of this DDR/DEIS).  

 It is good that NYSDOT recognizes the important role of connectivity in creating attractive, 
inviting, and vibrant communities. The Community Grid Alternative creates enhanced mobility 
options for vehicular traffic, and the design also places an emphasis on the inclusion of cycle 
infrastructure and pedestrian mobility as part of the overall strategy. With ride-sharing, bike-
sharing, and the national trend of movement back into the center of cities, individuals are no 
longer reliant on single-occupancy vehicles to access destinations. NYSDOT should be 
commended for recognizing these trends and developing a comprehensive transportation 
network for our community. 

NYSDOT should place a high value on the accessibility needs of the local community and 
ensure these needs are paramount to decisions that will be made on the future of I-81.  

 As described in Section 1.1 of this DDR/DEIS, a stated objective of the Project is to “maintain 
or enhance the vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle connections in the local street network 
within the Project limits in and near Downtown Syracuse to allow for connectivity between 
neighborhoods, business districts, and other key destinations.” Accessibility and mobility by 
multiple modes have been important considerations in the planning and design of the 
Community Grid Alternative. 

 Provide a new exit ramp on BL 81 at Colvin Street for traffic traveling from the south in order 
to increase connectivity by further dispersing traffic to the Community Grid. This exit would 
improve access both to the Southside and to the University area near Manley Field House. 

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, a northbound exit ramp from BL 81 to Colvin Street 
would be built. The existing northbound entrance ramp would remain, and a new traffic signal 
would be installed where the northbound ramps intersect Colvin Street (see Section 3.4.3 of 
this DDR/DEIS). 

 The population outside of the City of Syracuse makes up 60 percent of the County’s 
population, and they have been outspoken about their opposition to the Community Grid 
Alternative. NYSDOT did not consider any of these concerns in selecting a Preferred 
Alternative.  

 NYSDOT considered all substantive comments received on the I-81 Viaduct Project as part 
of the environmental review and outreach process, including input from numerous suburban 
residents. Specifically, in consideration of public comments, NYSDOT incorporated changes 
into the design of build alternatives. As a result, the Community Grid Alternative would include 
safety and operational improvements at Interchange 3 on I-481, the addition of a northbound 
I-81 off ramp at Colvin Street, and safety and operational improvements on Bear Street. 
Based on a balanced consideration of the need for safe and efficient transportation; the social, 
economic, and environmental effects of the project alternatives; agency and public input; and 
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national, State, and local environmental protection goals, the Community Grid Alternative has 
been identified as the Project’s Preferred Alternative (see Section 8.3 of this DDR/DEIS).  

 Add entry points to the City from BL 81 to better disperse traffic, reduce noise, and reduce air 
quality impacts. Additional entry points in the south would also reduce the amount of traffic 
that passes the Dr. King Elementary School. Provide an intersection for people to more 
directly get to South Campus of Syracuse University. 

 While through traffic would use the current I-481, the Community Grid Alternative would 
disperse local traffic throughout the City grid by promoting broader use of the existing street 
network than the current I-81. Access points to and from I-690 and BL 81 would be available 
at West Street, Crouse and Irving Avenues (to and from I-690), Clinton Street, Oswego 
Boulevard, and Pearl Street (to and from northern BL 81), as well as numerous at grade 
intersections along Almond Street between MLK, Jr. East and Erie Boulevard (to and from 
southern BL 81). North-south vehicular traffic would be channeled through Almond Street and 
along parallel corridors, such as Crouse Avenue, Irving Avenue, State Street, and Townsend 
Street. North of I-690, North Clinton Street would be reconstructed and extended to serve as 
an alternative north-south route to Downtown, with new entrance and exit ramps connecting 
to southbound BL 81 located on North Clinton Street, just south of Bear Street. East-west 
traffic routes would include Erie Boulevard, Harrison Street, and Adams Street. 

In addition, a new northbound BL 81 exit ramp to East Colvin Street would be constructed, 
improving highway access to Syracuse University’s South Campus, Southside/Brighton, and 
Outer Comstock and lessening traffic on MLK, Jr. East and Almond Street. The existing 
northbound entrance ramp from Colvin Street would remain. See Section 3.4.3 for more 
information about the Community Grid Alternative. 

The potential effects related to noise and to air quality under the Community Grid Alternative 
are described in Sections 6-4-4 and 6-4-6 and summarized in Table 8-1.  

 The National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) recommends 10-foot lanes, 
maximum, and only one 11-foot lane on major bus routes. The currently envisioned 12-foot 
lanes are too wide and will create unsafe conditions on a City grid. The engineers need to 
understand public frontages that are appropriate for a mixed-use, walkable grid. 

 Design criteria for all streets affected by the Project were established based on NYSDOT 
Highway Design Manual and AASHTO standards, the functional classification of the facility, 
the design speed and the projected traffic volumes. Refer to the Design Criteria tables in 
Appendix C-6. Under the Community Grid Alternative, BL 81 would be designated as a 
Principal Urban Arterial and a Qualifying Highway. The proposed de-designation of I-81 in 
Syracuse necessitates the identification of an alternate route that could accommodate truck 
traffic (Qualifying Highways). In order to continue to serve freight destinations in Syracuse’s 
Downtown, BL 81 is proposed to be part of the National Network. Critical design elements, 
including lane widths, for these functional classifications must meet the minimum criteria 
established by the NYSDOT Highway Design Manual, Chapter 2. FHWA mandates the 
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minimum lane width for Qualifying Highways is 12 feet (see Design Criteria Tables in 
Appendix C-6 for more information about design characteristics). The design criteria for this 
Project have been established in consideration of NYSDOT’s Context Sensitive Design 
concept, which strives for outcomes that meet transportation service and safety needs as well 
as environmental, scenic, aesthetic, cultural, natural resource, and community needs.  

In addition, the Project includes extensive pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, also 
designed to meet the recommended design standards, which would result in improved 
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations and safety.  

 Facilitate a direct connection from southbound BL 81 to Almond Street. 

 A direct connection to Almond Street was considered with Option CG-1 (Boulevard) of the 
Community Grid Alternative, which was dismissed earlier in the scoping process (see 
Section 3.3 of this DDR/DEIS for a discussion on the development and screening of the 
potential alternatives). Option CG-2, which became the Community Grid Alternative under 
consideration in this DDR/DEIS, disconnects Almond Street from existing I-81/proposed BL 
81 and disperses traffic to the street grid, with more direct connections east and west of 
Almond Street to Downtown and University Hill, the region’s two major destinations.  

 Extend Almond Street to Colvin Street or Brighton Avenue with street level intersections at 
those streets to better connect traffic to Southside neighborhoods and businesses.  

 In accordance with the Project’s purpose and objectives, the Community Grid Alternative 
includes numerous features to enhance connectivity, as described in Sections 3.4.3, 6-2-1, 
and 6-3-2 of this DDR/DEIS. Features of the alternative that would enhance vehicular 
connectivity for neighborhoods and businesses in the Southside include the new northbound 
BL 81 entrance ramp to Colvin Street, which would improve highway access to the southern 
Southside/Brighton and Outer Comstock neighborhoods; the new interchange at East Glen 
Avenue, which would be relocated, improving access to the Brighton Road area; and the 
maintenance of existing I-81 Interchange 17 at South State Street. Lowering this segment of 
BL 81 to create at grade, signalized intersections would further increase travel times to and 
from destinations to the south and divert additional traffic to the new I-81 (existing I-481).  

 Move the proposed exit at Irving Avenue to Crouse Avenue and add an entrance ramp for I-
690 near the current McBride Street ramp.  

 FHWA and NYSDOT analyzed numerous locations for entrance and exit ramps to determine 
the optimal alignment for the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives. The analysis 
considered how best to meet the operational and safety needs of the Project while minimizing 
environmental impacts. The most effective, least impactful ramp location options that were 
determined to best meet the needs and objectives of the Project have been integrated into 
the Build Alternatives (refer to Section 3.2 of this DDR/DEIS for more information).  
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Interstates, such as I-690, must be designed with sufficient distance between exits and 
entrances. The design proposed under the Community Grid Alternative would provide 
adequate spacing between the new southbound BL 81 to eastbound I-690 ramp and the new 
eastbound exit ramp to Irving Avenue. Maintenance of an eastbound entrance ramp at 
McBride Street would result in nonstandard spacing between ramps and introduce additional 
merging and weaving movements, thereby raising safety and operational concerns. 
Additionally, the ramp would create a partial interchange, which would not be consistent with 
FHWA interstate policy.  

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, an I-690 exit ramp at Irving Avenue would appear to 
benefit employees on the Hill, but not be as beneficial for those in the southern portion of 
Downtown. To utilize the high traffic capacity envisioned for the new at grade boulevard, 
relocate the proposed eastbound I-690 exit ramp from Irving Avenue westerly to the new 
boulevard. The new boulevard would have better potential to distribute traffic onto the existing 
City street grid. Relocating the proposed ramp as described should be feasible because there 
is an existing entrance ramp to I-690 eastbound from North McBride Street that clears 
Catherine Street/Almond Street, thereby demonstrating the feasibility of a ramp in this block. 
Furthermore, the distance between North McBride Street and Almond/Catherine Streets is 
virtually identical to the distance between North Townsend Street and North McBride Street 
where there is an existing Townsend Street exit ramp (from westbound I-690). In summary, 
relocating the proposed eastbound exit from Irving Avenue to Almond Street/Catherine Street 
would provide a ready access route to the University Hill/hospital area, as well as St. Joseph’s 
Hospital via Catherine Street. In addition, it would provide better access to the southern part 
of Downtown, similar to what the existing Harrison Street exit from southbound I-81 does 
today. An exit from eastbound I-690 via the boulevard would supplement the Downtown 
access that is proposed at Clinton Street, Oswego Boulevard, and West Street.  

 A direct connection to Almond Street was considered as part of Option CG-1 (Boulevard) of 
the Community Grid Alternative, which was dismissed earlier in the scoping process (see 
Section 3.3 for a discussion of the development and screening of potential alternatives). 
Option CG-2, which became the Community Grid Alternative under consideration today, 
would disconnect Almond Street from existing I-81/proposed BL 81 and instead disperse 
traffic to the local street grid, with more direct connections east and west of Almond Street to 
Downtown and University Hill, the region’s two major destinations. Additionally, providing 
these connections at Almond Street rather than at Crouse and Irving Avenues would require 
a minimum of six travel lanes on Almond Street as well as increase the size of the I-690/BL 
81 interchange, in turn resulting in additional building acquisitions and right-of-way impacts 
as compared with the Community Grid Alternative.  

 In spite of the addition of a new Oswego Boulevard exit from southbound I-81, and with the 
elimination of an exit at Salina Street, would it be feasible to incorporate an exit from 
southbound I-81 at Franklin Street? This would seem even more practical with the elimination 
of the flyover ramps at the I-81/I-690 interchange. 
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 It is infeasible to add another ramp providing a direct connection to Franklin Street, nor is it 
needed to accommodate traffic operational needs. Under the Community Grid Alternative, 
existing I-81 Interchanges 19 (Clinton Street/Salina Street) and 20 (West Street/Franklin 
Street) would be combined into one interchange to simplify traffic operations and address a 
high accident location. The existing exit ramps from I-690 to West Street/Franklin Street 
(Interchange 20) and to Clinton Street/Salina Street (Interchange 19) would be replaced with 
a single ramp that serves Clinton Street and Oswego Boulevard. Access to and from North 
Franklin Street would continue to be accommodated via the Clinton Street ramp and 
Webster’s Landing. The Community Grid Alternative would also provide new alternative 
means of accessing North Franklin Street, including via the new southbound ramps 
connecting to North Clinton Street (just south of Bear Street), the reconstructed North Clinton 
Street, and the new North Clinton Street extension to Butternut Street (refer to Section 3.4.3).  

 To utilize the benefits of the new boulevard, a service road on the north and south sides of I-
690 between North Crouse Avenue and Catherine Street/Almond Street would give vehicles 
ready access to the new boulevard. Further, it would provide the most direct route to the I-81 
spur, near Pioneer Homes, as well as the south side of the City. Similarly, a service road on 
the south side of I-690, between Catherine Street/Almond Street, and an Irving Avenue 
extension, would permit eastbound traffic exiting at the boulevard to connect with Irving 
Avenue and access the University Hill. 

 Erie Boulevard and Burnet Avenue, which are immediately adjacent to and on the north and 
south sides of I-690, would connect to all the north-south streets and provide this functionality 
and connectivity. Therefore, a service road, which would necessitate extensive land 
acquisition to construct, is not needed. 

 Provide a direct connection from West Street to BL 81 north of I-690 via surface streets to 
create a community grid that fosters traffic connectivity. This may involve a new street near 
the footprint of the existing entrance ramp from Franklin Street to westbound I-690, the 
connection of West Street to Evans Street, and/or the connection of northbound West Street 
to Herald Place. 

 The proposed reconfiguration of the I-690/West Street interchange would result in a full 
interchange, providing access in all directions. Bear Street, which would be improved, would 
continue to be the primary connection between BL 81 north of I-690 and I-690, west of BL 81 
(see Section 3.4.3). Additionally, the elimination of the grade separation between West Street 
and West Genesee Street would substantially improve City street connectivity, traffic calming 
measures, and pedestrian and bicycle accommodations. A direct connection between West 
Street and Evans Street was evaluated earlier in the design process during preliminary 
planning for the Project and eliminated from consideration due to a number of physical, 
operational, and safety concerns.  

 Include signage from Destiny USA to use Park Street to access southbound BL 81. 
Additionally, drivers could continue on Buckley Road to 7th North Street for access to I-81. 
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However, that intersection requires improvements, which should be incorporated into the 
Community Grid Alternative.  

 Appropriate signage to and from Destiny USA and other destinations would be developed in 
a later phase of the Project in accordance with current design and wayfinding standards (see 
Appendix A-6). The Route 370 (Onondaga Lake Parkway) entrance ramp (Interchange 24A) 
and Old Liverpool Road entrance ramp (Interchange 24B) to southbound BL 81 would be 
consolidated into a single ramp (see Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3). Improvements at the 7th 
North Street/Buckley Road intersection are not required to meet the Project purpose and 
objectives or to address the identified transportation needs. Therefore, these improvements 
are not included in the Project.  

 Make Almond Street narrower and with slower speeds to discourage it as a through route, 
thereby reducing traffic, emissions, and noise along this roadway. The name I-81 Business 
Loop is also concerning because it encourages through traffic. 

 While its width would vary along its length, Almond Street has been designed with the 
minimum number of lanes, including turning lanes at intersections (where needed), to 
accommodate projected traffic volumes at an appropriate Level of Service. On-street parking, 
widened sidewalks, a landscaped median, and bicycle facilities would enhance the corridor 
and provide traffic calming. A proposed roundabout would be installed at MLK, Jr. East, which 
would act as a traffic calming measure. North of this proposed roundabout, Almond Street/BL 
81 would have a posted speed limit of 30 mph, consistent with other City streets. Noise and 
air quality analyses for the Community Grid Alternative can be found in Sections 6-4-6.5 and 
6-4-4.4, respectively.  

 With the Community Grid Alternative, ensure a narrow Almond Street median to allow for left- 
and right-turn lanes to facilitate movement of traffic.  

 As explained in the response to Comment 3-38, the width of Almond Street would vary along 
its length under the Community Grid Alternative. The design includes turn lanes as required 
to meet traffic operational needs, and the current median design provides sufficient space to 
safely make left and right turns, as depicted in Appendix A-1.  

 Coordinate traffic signals and incorporate the latest technology (e.g., fiber optics, traffic 
cameras, Transcore, Intelligent Transportation Systems, advanced digital flow control, 
advanced electronic sensors, etc.). Include shortened traffic signal cycles. NYSDOT should 
place a focus on traffic light synchronization across the City and the NYSDOT systems. 

 As discussed in Section 5.3.1, the Project would include the application of advanced sensor, 
computer, electronics, communication technologies, and other management strategies—in 
an integrated manner—to improve the safety and efficiency of the surface transportation 
system. This would entail extensive replacement and modification of the traffic signal system 
and would include coordination of signals as well as other upgrades using the latest 
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technology. Traffic signal replacements and modifications would also be designed to safely 
accommodate pedestrians and bicycles. NYSDOT, in conjunction with the Syracuse 
Metropolitan Transportation Council, has begun a process of determining the feasibility of co-
locating traffic management operations into a single, joint use and functional Traffic 
Management Center for State, County, and City functions.  

 With the Community Grid Alternative, make some City streets one-way (e.g., Townsend, 
State, and Salina Streets) and some east-west streets to reduce left turns on two-way streets.  

 The Community Grid Alternative has been designed in consideration of the City’s initiative to 
convert several one-way streets to two-way streets, which also would support increased 
connectivity. See Section 5.2 for additional information. 

 Include signage at each signal that indicates the upcoming streets to give motorists advanced 
notice.  

 New signs would be added and existing signs would be replaced where needed. Signage 
would be installed to ensure motorists situate their vehicles in the appropriate lanes to 
complete desired maneuvers and to promote wayfinding to new or relocated interstate access 
points. Appropriate signage would be developed in a later phase of the Project, in accordance 
with current design and wayfinding standards. 

 From Harrison Street traveling to West Street, consider using West Onondaga Street and 
Gifford Street because West Onondaga Street is very narrow compared to Harrison Street.  

 Traffic patterns along the Onondaga Street corridor would not change as a result of this 
Project, and westbound Onondaga Street traffic would still have the option to use Gifford 
Street to access West Street, which is consistent with existing conditions.  

 Install a traffic signal at Collingwood Avenue and Burnet Avenue, which currently has high 
traffic volumes accessing westbound I-690.  

 The I-81 Viaduct Project would not cause any change in traffic volumes at this existing 
intersection, and therefore, the proposal is outside the scope of the Project. 

 Clarify if Erie Boulevard will need to cut through Clinton Square.  

 The Project would not extend Erie Boulevard through Clinton Square.  

 A true grid alternative would blend in with the existing street system, disperse rather than 
concentrate traffic, favor slower traffic, have narrower medians and on-street parking rather 
than parking lots, and have buildings lining the road rather than open spaces. 

 As described in Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS, the Community Grid Alternative incorporates 
several elements noted in the comment, including the dispersal of traffic to the street grid. 
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On-street parking, widened sidewalks, and bicycle facilities would enhance the corridor and 
provide traffic calming. A proposed roundabout would be installed at MLK, Jr. East. North of 
this proposed roundabout, Almond Street/BL 81 would have a posted speed limit of 30 mph, 
consistent with other City streets. To the extent practicable, BL 81 would be situated within 
the footprint of the existing I-81 viaduct in order to minimize impacts to adjacent properties, 
which include both buildings and open spaces. 

 Provide safe bicycle and pedestrian pathways in consultation with neighborhood and user 
groups throughout the project area as a starting point for Smart Street standards impacting 
commercial and residential neighborhoods of Syracuse that are part of the Community Grid 
design. Include additional bicycle lanes. Ensure bicycle lanes are protected and fully 
separated from traffic and do not dead-end on busy streets. Most of the proposed protected 
bicycle lanes—like the one planned for State Street—are very short, and while it would 
improve safety for those two blocks, at either end, the car traffic is still very aggressive and 
dangerous for bicyclists. The bicycle lanes should be extended to more meaningful lengths. 

 As discussed in Sections 3.4.3 and 5.6.2 of this DDR/DEIS, the Community Grid Alternative 
would include extensive pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, designed to meet the 
recommended design standards, which would result in improved pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodations and safety throughout the Project limits. In total, the alternative would result 
in approximately 12.5 miles of new or reconstructed sidewalks, 2.0 miles of new or 
reconstructed shared use (bicycle and pedestrian) paths, one mile of new cycle track (a 
separate track for bicyclists only), and 1.7 miles of new or reconstructed shared vehicle and 
bicycle lanes. All bicycle facilities are designed to meet or exceed the American Association 
of State Highway Transportation Officials’ Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities 2012 
Fourth Edition and New York State Complete Streets legislation. The Community Grid 
Alternative is also designed in accordance with the Syracuse Bike Plan, a section of the 
Syracuse Comprehensive Plan 2040, which lays out a detailed vision for an interconnected 
bike network throughout the City. This Project builds on the City’s bike network that provides 
connectivity between neighborhoods, Downtown Syracuse, and other key destinations (see 
Sections 6-2-1 and 6-2-2). Where the Project offers opportunities to make enhancements 
consistent with the Syracuse Bike Plan, more bicycle facilities are provided, including the 
facilities on Almond Street and additional Creekwalk segments and connections. While the 
Project does not include the full construction of the bicycle network proposed in the Syracuse 
Bike Plan, proposed pieces included as part of the Project would serve as critical segments 
of the City’s expanded bike network. These segments could potentially be extended as part 
of future, independent projects. Comments on the pedestrian and bicycle accommodations 
described in this DDR/DEIS will be accepted at the public hearing and throughout the public 
comment period that will be established for the document. 

 With the Community Grid Alternative, ensure that pedestrian accommodations are 
continuous, safe, and well-maintained. Place a high value on the accessibility needs of the 
local community population and ensure these needs are paramount to decisions that will be 
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made for the future of I-81. Ensure that pedestrian signal timing is adequate, and give 
pedestrians advanced signals ahead of traffic green lights so that vehicles making right turns 
see the pedestrians. Improve sidewalks that are in poor condition beyond those near the 
Almond Street corridor to connect the grid.  

 The Community Grid Alternative has been designed to meet the Project’s purpose and 
objectives, including addressing geometric and operational deficiencies of pedestrian facilities 
in the Project limits and maintaining or enhancing pedestrian connections in the local street 
network within the Project limits in and near Downtown Syracuse to allow for connectivity 
between neighborhoods, business districts, and other key destinations. Additional discussion 
of proposed pedestrian accommodations under the Community Grid Alternative are found in 
Sections 3.4.3 and 5.6.2 of this DDR/DEIS. Streets would be designed to meet Public Rights-
of-Way Accessibility Guidelines and comply with New York State Complete Streets 
requirements. See Section 6-2-2.4 for additional information regarding the consideration of 
transit-dependent individuals under the Community Grid Alternative. 

 Improve lighting on Brighton Avenue under I-81/BL 81 where there is currently no lighting 
and/or provide improved east-west transit options in this area.  

 Any existing lighting on Brighton Avenue that is affected by the Project would be replaced in 
accordance with current standards. New lighting, including gateway and special area lighting, 
also would be possible but would require a commitment by the City to fund and maintain 
operation of any installed lighting (see Section 5.6.1). Development of new east-west transit 
options is outside the scope of this Project and beyond the authority of NYSDOT; therefore, 
it is not included in this Project. Implementation of the Project would not preclude others from 
developing additional east-west transit options as separate, independent actions in the future. 

 Given the current state of construction on Destiny USA, there will be half a block of Solar 
Street with no sidewalk—from Bear Street to the current end of sidewalk. This should be 
addressed by adding this half-block of sidewalk.  

Similarly, the Bear Street/Lodi Street overlook as currently planned would be poorly used due 
to poor walkability, but could easily be made walkable from the Regional Transportation 
Center. There is one parcel of missing sidewalk, much less than a block, on Wolf Street next 
to Lodi Street, which should have a sidewalk.  

The sidewalk on Park Street from Wolf Street to Hiawatha Boulevard exists, but is in poor 
condition. The crosswalks at Park Street and Hiawatha Boulevard, and at Park Street and 
Farmers Market Place, need to be marked. And the Regional Transportation Center is horribly 
disconnected from the entire City for people on foot because there is again one parcel, less 
than a block, of missing sidewalk on Park Street between the Regional Market and Riverside 
Drive. These small improvements would connect the Lodi Street overlook to the Regional 
Transportation Center, and thus to the whole City. 
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 Sidewalks on Solar Street are being pursued by the City of Syracuse as a separate project. 
The Project is designed to accommodate and be compatible with the City’s sidewalk project 
and NYSDOT is coordinating with the City. 

Pedestrian improvements proposed in the Bear Street/Lodi Street area are extensive and 
include the new shared-use amenities noted, as well as new pedestrian sidewalks on the 
southwest side of Lodi Street between Bear Street and Wolf Street, and on Bear Street from 
Lodi Street to Solar Street. These improvements would create new access for pedestrians 
between destinations in the Inner Harbor and Lakeside neighborhoods and residential areas 
of the Washington Square neighborhood.  

Pedestrian accommodations along Hiawatha Boulevard at Lodi Street, North Salina Street, 
and Park Street, along Wolf Street, or serving the Regional Transportation Center or Farmers’ 
Market are outside of the Project’s limits and are not considered within the scope of the I-81 
Viaduct Project. 

 Include street trees and landscaping and ensure they are adequately irrigated. Use 
evergreens to provide for year-round greenery. Provide canopies that reduce the impact of 
erosion from stormwater. Include green infrastructure (like the Connective Corridor and Save 
the Rain); include more retention ponds. 

 The Community Grid Alternative would include street trees, landscaped medians, and 
stormwater infrastructure, as described in Sections 5.6.3 and 5.6.4 of this DDR/DEIS. The 
alternative includes installation of a new separated drainage system consisting of large-
diameter storm sewer trunk lines along BL 81/Almond Street and I-690, which would 
substantially decrease stormwater runoff to the existing combined sewer system. The 
Community Grid Alternative’s proposed drainage system would fulfill the requirements of 
Onondaga County’s “Save the Rain” initiative, as it would separate the stormwater runoff from 
BL 81, I-690, and associated local roads from the existing combined sewer system within the 
Central Study Area. 

Within the dense urban environment that characterizes the Central Study Area, it would be 
advantageous to manage stormwater runoff and water quality through a reduction in 
impervious area and using compact water treatment devices rather than open detention or 
infiltration basins. In suburban areas, such as the I-481 North and East Study Areas, open 
drainage and detention systems would be a more suitable method for controlling runoff and 
improving water quality. In the I-481 South Study Area, open drainage and dry swales would 
be more appropriate than detention or infiltration basins due to the area’s known underground 
limestone formations. 

 Make the West Street and Erie Boulevard intersection at grade and return excess land from 
the removed ramps to the City of Syracuse. 

 Reconfiguration of the West Street/Erie Boulevard interchange to at grade is not necessary 
to meet the Project purpose and objectives or address the identified transportation needs. 
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However, removal of grade separations at other interchanges (e.g., the West Street/West 
Genesee Street interchange) has been incorporated into the design of the Community Grid 
Alternative. Implementation of the Community Grid Alternative would not preclude others from 
reconfiguring the Erie Boulevard/West Street intersection as part of a future, independent 
action. 

 At the new West Street interchange (and currently at the Genesee Street exit coming from the 
west on I-690), when you turn onto Genesee Street, you are on NY Route 5. Following NY 
Route 5 puts you on Oswego Boulevard, which would be part of the business loop. To help 
people who choose to exit I-690 in Syracuse and use surface streets to get to BL 81 to 
continue south (or maybe north), let NY Route 5 be the connector. In practice, this means 
that when NY Route 5 gets to the intersection between James Street and Oswego Boulevard, 
one of two things happen: (1) Eastbound NY Route 5 traffic is directed onto southbound BL 
81, and follows Erie Boulevard. Meanwhile, westbound NY Route 5 traffic coming from the 
other direction is directed up Pearl Street and directed to turn onto James Street. (2) NY Route 
5 is routed to the intersection of State Street, then follows that to Erie Boulevard. Either way, 
"To Business 81" signage used with the NY Route 5 signage reinforces that path and helps 
motorists find it. 

 The routes suggested would be available to all travelers; however, only the primary route 
would be signed from the interstate. The primary route has been determined as part of the 
overall traffic modeling and is based on factors such as wayfinding clarity, travel times, travel 
distances, and operational capacity, as discussed in Appendix A-6. In this case, the 
designated route would be to exit eastbound I-690 at Irving Avenue, turn right onto Erie 
Boulevard, and either turn left onto Almond Street (for southbound BL 81) or continue straight 
(for northbound BL 81).  

 Widen Jamesville Road because it connects to Comstock Avenue, which connects to 
Syracuse University and the Dome. This would provide an alternative route to the university. 

 Widening Jamesville Road is not needed to meet projected traffic demand or to meet the 
purpose and objectives of the Project. The Community Grid Alternative would improve access 
to South Campus at Syracuse University with a new connection at Colvin Street from BL 81, 
which is described in Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS. 

 Maintain the northbound cloverleaf ramps from East Brighton Avenue. Likewise, the ramp 
coming north onto I-81 from current I-481 operates well, bringing traffic north; retaining it 
would keep additional traffic away from the congested Loretto area. Keep both of these ramps 
in the plan. Their inclusion would not have a large impact on the desired future operation or 
character of BL 81. 

 In consideration of public feedback, the design of the I-81/I-481 South Interchange 
(Interchange 16A) has been modified to include a direct connection between southbound 
BL 81 and northbound I-81 (see Section 3.4.3). 
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 Include improvements along I-481, such as additional travel lanes for I-481 and improved 
lighting. Extend the farthest left lane on southbound I-481 beyond the I-690 merge. Clarify if 
additional lanes would be required on I-481 between I-690 and the Thruway to accommodate 
the additional traffic that would be re-routed from I-81. 

 As described in Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS, under the Community Grid Alternative, 
improvements to I-481 would include the following:  

• A third southbound (auxiliary) lane would be added between Kirkville Road (existing 
Interchange 5 southbound entrance ramp) and I-690 (existing Interchange 4 southbound 
exit ramp), requiring a widening of the bridge over the CSX railroad tracks. 

• A third northbound (auxiliary) lane would be added between I-690 (existing Interchange 4 
northbound entrance ramp) and Kirkville Road (existing Interchange 5 northbound exit 
ramp), requiring a widening of the bridge over the CSX railroad tracks.  

• A third northbound (auxiliary) lane would be added between Kirkville Road (existing 
Interchange 5 northbound entrance ramp) and I-90 (existing Interchange 6 northbound 
exit ramp). 

• A third southbound (auxiliary) lane would be added between existing Interchange 9 (I-81/I-
481 north interchange) and Northern Boulevard (existing Interchange 8) southbound exit 
ramp. 

• The southbound exit ramp to eastbound Route 5/92 (existing Interchange 3) would be 
replaced by combining it with the southbound to westbound exit ramp to westbound Route 
5/92, thereby increasing capacity and addressing an existing crash pattern. Route 5/92 
would be widened at the ramp intersection and a new traffic signal would be added.  

• As a result of relocating the southbound I-81 to eastbound Route 5/92 ramp, the short 
weaving section between the existing southbound entrance ramp and southbound exit 
ramp would be eliminated and the southbound entrance ramp acceleration lane would be 
extended to meet current design standards. 

• The northbound entrance ramp to existing I-481 from westbound Route 5/92 would be 
extended. The existing entrance ramp is a two-lane ramp, but the outer lane ends 
approximately 500 feet after merging with northbound I-481; this lane would be extended 
approximately 1,800 feet to improve merging Level of Service.  

• I-481 signage would be replaced with I-81 signage, and interchanges would be 
renumbered to correspond to the sequencing of I-81 interchanges south and north of 
Syracuse. 

The installation of lighting on I-481 between I-690 (Interchange 4) and New York State Route 
5 (Interchange 3) must meet the lighting warrants and would be installed if the Town of DeWitt 
agrees to maintain and operate the lights.  

 Add a travel lane to I-690 and include road improvements and interchange improvements 
along I-690. 
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 Under the Community Grid Alternative, I-690 between Leavenworth Avenue and Beech Street 
would be completely reconstructed, including existing Interchanges 11, 12, and 13, with a 
minimum of three lanes in each direction (which includes a widening from two lanes to three 
lanes in each direction between West Street and the proposed BL 81 interchange). Ramp 
spacings would be improved and all acceleration and deceleration lane lengths would meet 
recommended design standards. Refer to the description in Section 3.4.3 and plans in 
Appendix A-1.  

 In addition to constructing high speed exit ramps, clarify what other changes will be required 
to bring I-481 up to FHWA standards. Lower speed limit for commercial vehicles/truck only 
lane for I-481. Maintain condition of I-481, including snow management and removal. 

 The conversion of I-481 to I-81 is based on a 70 mph design speed, and the highway would 
have a posted speed limit of 65 mph. Topography and traffic volumes do not warrant a 
separate truck only lane or truck only speed limit. Most geometric elements would meet 
NYSDOT and FHWA freeway design standards. Appendix A-3 in this DDR/DEIS lists non-
standard features, which are subject to review and approval by FHWA. 

The NYSDOT and FHWA criteria used to determine applicable design standards for all the 
various highways and streets within the Project Area are listed in Sections 5.4.2 and 5.4.3. 
The design criteria consist of 11 critical design elements and other design parameters. These 
include recommended design elements, such as ramp lengths, ramp spacing, storm drainage 
criteria, etc. The shoulder criteria in particular are established to address a number of 
considerations, including safety, vehicle breakdowns, and snow management.  

 Renumber exits in newly designated highway, without use of A, B, C, etc. 

 All interchanges on new I-81, I-690, and BL 81 within the Project Area would be renumbered. 
Mileage-based exit numbers would be adopted, and signage would be replaced where 
needed, including on adjacent roadways that direct travelers to new I-81, I-690, and BL 81. 
Where interchanges are directional or less than one mile apart, numbered and lettered 
designations (1A, 1B, 1C) would be used consistent with the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials standards. Refer to the Access Modification Report in 
Appendix A-4 of this DDR/DEIS for more information. 

 Make Shoppingtown Mall into a service rest stop to serve the new I-81 and boost DeWitt's 
economy. 

 This proposal is beyond the scope of the I-81 Viaduct Project.  

 Interchanges 3 and 4 are heavily traveled and experience traffic congestion that would be 
further burdened with the re-routing of I-81. Interchange 3 along I-481 experiences frequent 
peak hour traffic congestion. At Interchange 3 along I-481 (the re-routed I-81), add travel 
lanes, add traffic signals at ramps, and address safety issues at the I-690/I-481 interchange. 
Was there consideration of widening ramp(s), lengthening exit lane (481SB), adding or 
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shifting travel lanes, particularly for I-481 SB between Exits 3W and 3E? Consider widening 
ramp(s) of the existing short crossover for people entering northbound I-481 at Interchange 3 
and then getting on westbound I-690 at Interchange 4. Consider a single-point urban 
interchange (SPUI) or partial cloverleaf interchange at Interchange 3. Use the interchange at 
I-481/I-690 currently servicing the NYSDOT maintenance facilities on Butternut Drive for 
public use to alleviate traffic at Interchange 3. Provide separate collector/distributor roads to 
separate interchange and through traffic.  

 Based on a crash study and traffic operation study, numerous potential solutions were 
developed and evaluated to address operational and safety issues at Interchange 3. The 
proposed design of the Community Grid Alternative (identified as the Preferred Alternative) 
includes the following improvements (refer to Sections 3.4.3 and 5.6.1, for a more detailed 
description):  

• The southbound exit ramp to eastbound Route 5/92 (existing Interchange 3) would be 
replaced by combining it with the southbound to westbound exit ramp to westbound 
Route 5/92 and a new traffic signal would be added.  

• The northbound entrance ramp to existing I-481 from westbound Route 5/92 would be 
extended.  

• As a result of relocating the southbound I-81 to eastbound Route 5/92 ramp, the short 
weaving section between the existing southbound entrance-ramp and southbound exit 
ramp would be eliminated and the southbound entrance ramp acceleration lane would 
be extended to meet current design standards. 

• An additional eastbound right turn lane and replacement of the traffic signal at the 
intersection of Route 5/92 (Lyndon Corners). 

 At Interchange 4 along existing I-481 (which would be re-designated as I-81 under the 
Community Grid Alternative), add lanes and address safety issues at the I-690/I-481 
interchange. Give consideration of the existing short crossover for people entering 
northbound I-481 at Interchange 3 and then getting on westbound I-690 at Interchange 4; 
provide separate collector/distributor roads to separate interchange and through traffic. 

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, the northbound I-81 entrance ramp from Interchange 
3 (New York State Route 5) would be extended approximately 1,500 feet to improve the 
merge for motorists destined for westbound I-690. NYSDOT has incorporated additional 
geometric and safety improvements where eastbound I-690 merges with future southbound 
I-81, and the southbound future I-81 ramp to eastbound New York State Route 5 would be 
improved to address congestion and safety issues. NYSDOT has developed the modifications 
in this area are based on traffic volumes predicted for 2026 and 2056; it did not identify a need 
for collector/distributor roads to manage traffic. Additional information can be found in 
Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS. 
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 Modify the existing curve at the southbound I-481/I-690 interchange, which is too sharp for 
the existing design speed. I-690 contains a curve with a radius of approximately 1,250 feet, 
which is too sharp for a design speed of 65 or 75 mph. The minimum radius for a design 
speed of 65 mph is 1,660 feet and for 75 mph it is 2,500 feet. I recommend this curve be 
flattened to a radius of 2,500 feet when I-481 is re-designated as I-81. 

 A crash analysis was conducted for the southbound I-481/I-690 interchange curve (refer to 
Appendix A-3 and Appendix A-6 of this DDR/DEIS). During 2016-2019, there were 10 
crashes in the vicinity of the southbound curve, six of which were potentially related to the 
non-standard horizontal curve. The majority of these crashes were fixed object crashes 
resulting from a loss of control in adverse weather conditions. A pavement friction evaluation 
was conducted in accordance with the NYSDOT’s Comprehensive Pavement Design Manual 
and determined that skid resistance is not contributing to the crash history at this location. 
Modification of the horizontal curve to meet current design standards would require 
approximately 1,400 linear feet of mainline reconstruction as well as a retaining wall. Given 
the low number of crashes, mostly due to inclement weather conditions, NYSDOT will add 
speed warning signs but a full reconstruction is not warranted. 

 Include improvements to facilitate efficient movements in all directions for the I-81/I-481 
southern interchange. Improve lighting at the southbound I-81/I-481 interchange.  

 As discussed in Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS, the existing southern I-81/I-481 interchange 
would be reconstructed to meet a 70 mph design speed (with a posted speed of 65 mph) for 
the new mainline I-81 and a 60 mph design speed (with a posted speed of 55 mph) for BL 81. 
The reconfigured interchange would provide all directional movements. The ramps 
connecting I-81 and BL 81 would be designed as a high-speed merge and diverge, and the 
new diamond interchange at East Glen Avenue/BL 81, which would be relocated, would 
improve connectivity to Brighton Avenue and the surrounding area. Lighting along I-81 
currently exists just north of Interchange 16A and the City would likely extend its current 
lighting district to encompass the entire interchange. However, the City would have to commit 
to funding and maintenance of any lights installed. NYSDOT will coordinate with the City on 
this effort.  

 Include improvements at the I-81/I-481 northern interchange to facilitate efficient movements 
in all directions. 

 The existing northern I-81/I-481 interchange (Interchange 29) would be reconstructed and 
would remain a fully directional interchange. The existing ramps that connect northbound I-
481 to northbound I-81 and southbound I-81 to southbound I-481 would be demolished, and 
these movements would be made on the main line of re-designated I-81 (refer to Conversion 
of I-481 to I-81 in Section 3.4.3 for further details). 

 Provide signs that indicate travel times for I-81 through the City or I-481 around the City so 
drivers can decide which route they prefer. 
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 The Community Grid Alternative would include an upgrade of the existing Intelligent 
Transportation System (see Section 5.6.1). As part of this upgrade, a Travel Time Information 
System could be implemented. The details of this system would be developed as design 
progresses. 

 Clinton Street, south of Jefferson Street, should be converted from a one-way to two-way 
street. This proposition has been supported by the City of Syracuse Mayor’s Office and was 
recommended in a recent Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council mobility study. 
However, this recommendation conflicts with NYSDOT’s plan to utilize Clinton Street as a 
primary exit ramp. NYSDOT should work with Downtown stakeholders to identify a series of 
opportunities that would disperse traffic off Clinton Street and onto other corridors. Two-way 
traffic on South Clinton Street (south of Jefferson Street) is seen as crucial to supporting the 
development of a healthy, safe neighborhood by narrowing the space devoted solely to 
vehicular traffic, and implementing an approach that would support multiple modes of 
transportation and accessibility through driving lanes, parking lanes, cycle track, and traffic-
calming to create a safer environment for pedestrians.  

 Allowing northbound traffic on Clinton Street would introduce additional vehicular conflicts, 
complicate signal phasing and signal coordination, and increase delay and travel times for 
motorists heading Downtown. Therefore, Clinton Street would retain its one-way southbound 
configuration under the Community Grid Alternative. However, the Project would convert 
several other one-way streets to two-way streets; for example, Harrison Street, Adams Street, 
and Crouse Avenue. Clinton Street would remain a primary access point to the Downtown 
central business district under the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives. The Project’s 
traffic analysis (see Appendix C-3) shows that Clinton Street would carry additional traffic 
under both build alternatives due to the consolidation of nearby interstate ramps, which is 
necessary to address non-standard features and to improve safety. The anticipated traffic 
volumes require that Clinton Street operate with two moving lanes. However, the Project 
would not preclude the implementation of other roadway improvements in this area to support 
pedestrian or bicycle travel as part of a separate action. These plans have been reviewed 
with the City of Syracuse. NYSDOT will continue to engage with stakeholders as the Project 
advances (see Section 9.3 of this DDR/DEIS for information regarding public outreach 
efforts). 

 To support the Community Grid concept, can a new interchange be built at the new I-81 route 
to provide access to University Hill/Skytop area from the south? This interchange would 
significantly reduce traffic congestion at the proposed I-690 Crouse/Irving interchange.  

 Traffic modeling has determined that the proposed Crouse and Irving Avenues interchange 
would accommodate projected traffic demand at acceptable Level of Service (see 
Appendix C-3). Access to University Hill/Skytop would be improved with a proposed 
northbound exit ramp from BL 81 at Colvin Street, as described in Section 3.4.3. 
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 If the goal of the Community Grid option is to “disperse traffic throughout the City grid by 
promoting broader use of the existing street network,” why is it necessary to carry the new BL 
81 from its southern interchange to a point at MLK, Jr. East as a limited access highway/high 
speed facility? Why not immediately convert BL 81 from the southern interchange into a low 
speed boulevard?  

 The design of the Community Grid Alternative was optimized in consideration of maintaining 
efficient traffic flow and travel times. Additionally, a gradual speed limit decrease is necessary 
for traffic safety purposes. Therefore, speeds begin to decrease at Colvin Street so they are 
30 mph at MLK, Jr. East. See Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS for additional information. 

 Reduce the design speed along Business Loop 81 [BL 81] from Martin Luther King Boulevard 
north to Hiawatha Boulevard to 30-40 mph to improve the safety and quality of life for city 
residents and business owners and to support economic development potential for the future. 
Where will the posted speed limit transition from high speed to low speed along BL 81 
approaching MLK, Jr. East? How will this limited-access facility be designed to promote 
compliance with the posted speed limit?  

 As described in Section 3.4.3, between the southern interchange of BL 81 and the re-routed 
I-81, the speed limit would transition between 55 mph and 30 mph, decreasing incrementally 
as motorists approach MLK Jr., East. The speed limit would begin to decrease at Colvin 
Street, where it would decrease from 55 mph to 40 mph. It would then decrease to 30 mph 
just south of MLK, Jr. East. Subsequent to publication of the preliminary DDR/DEIS in April 
2019, a roundabout was proposed at MLK, Jr. East. North of this proposed roundabout, 
Almond Street/BL 81 would have a posted speed limit of 30 mph, consistent with other City 
streets. During final design, NYSDOT would evaluate additional traffic calming measures, 
such as shoulder narrowing and landscaping, to further reduce speeds in the segment of BL 
81 between Colvin Street and MLK, Jr. East. See Appendix A-1 of this DDR/DEIS for further 
information. 

 How many additional traffic lights would be installed along the BL 81 corridor? Who will be 
responsible for syncing and maintaining those lights to ensure a smooth flow of traffic over 
time and across all seasons? 

 Additional signals would be installed along BL 81 at Van Buren, Jackson, Taylor, Cedar, 
Willow, and James Streets. In addition, all the existing signals along the Almond Street and 
Erie Boulevard segments of BL 81 would be replaced. As stated in Section 5.6.1 of this 
DDR/DEIS, all signals along BL 81 would be owned and maintained by NYSDOT. 

 Is it possible to connect Van Buren and East Raynor Avenue in a complete east-west direction 
to provide more connectivity from residential neighborhoods west of BL 81 to the University 
Hill area?  
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 An east-west connection at Van Buren Street was considered but dismissed as it would 
require the addition of a new, at grade railroad crossing, which would present safety concerns. 
Additionally, changes in elevation between the two segments of Van Buren Street further 
hinder feasibility of this connection. The same concerns (an at-grade railroad crossing and 
large changes in elevation between the two segments) exist with the consideration of an east-
west connection at East Raynor Avenue. Additionally, an east-west connection at East 
Raynor Avenue would require a new bridge spanning BL 81 (it would not be physically 
possible to create an at grade intersection), and was therefore not included in the Project. 

 Will the West Street interchange improvements include major design changes to West Street 
to allow complete west-east connectivity from the residential neighborhood to the west to 
Downtown Syracuse and include the elimination of the slip/access road that parallels West 
Street? This access road creates an additional physical barrier and would not be necessary 
if West Street were redesigned.  

 The Community Grid Alternative would include removal of the retaining walls and grade 
separation at West Genesee Street and West Street, which would greatly enhance east-west 
access for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. West Street would be narrowed and on-street 
parking added where feasible to provide traffic calming. The northbound ramps between Erie 
Boulevard and West Street would be replaced with a slow speed connector to calm speeds 
while maintaining connectivity. The southbound slip ramp to Tracy Street would remain but 
would be modified to reduce speeds. For further information, see the plans in Appendix A-1. 

 The construction of a new Oswego Street exit ramp from BL 81S places too much traffic in a 
congested area of the City with important and historic assets, narrow/short length streets, and 
significant pedestrian and planned bicycle activity. This exit ramp is unnecessary and contrary 
to the community grid concept.  

 The Oswego Boulevard exit ramp is necessary to balance the distribution of traffic on the City 
grid and not overload other streets, such as Clinton Street, and was designed to be consistent 
with the overall concept of the Community Grid Alternative. The ramp would have no impact 
on historic resources (see Section 6-4-1 of this DDR/DEIS) and would enhance local street 
connectivity and offer gateway opportunities to the City. 

 It appears that the new I-690 interchange at Crouse and Irving Avenues is simply the 
reconstruction of the Harrison Street/Adams Street interchange at a different location. If the 
Community Grid concept works why is this new interchange needed? This is simply the 
traditional use of interstate highway single point access standards that typically leads to 
extreme traffic congestion and traffic back up onto the highway during rush hour.  

 The new interchange at Crouse and Irving Avenues would be needed to serve University Hill, 
one of the two major destinations for traffic in the area (the other major destination, Downtown, 
would be served by direct connections to and from I-690 and BL 81, as described in response 
to Comment 3-76). The interchange would provide a new access point to I-690 and to BL 81 
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(via I-690) to and from the north, east, and west; reduce reliance on Almond Street; and 
restore the missing street grid on Irving Avenue. In addition, the relocation of the I-690 
interchange eastward, from Almond Street to Crouse and Irving Avenues, would allow for the 
removal of substantial ramp infrastructure in the Almond Street area. See Section 3.4.3 for 
information on the new interchange. 

 A significant number of employees travel daily to Downtown Syracuse and University Hill from 
origins west of Syracuse (e.g., Camillus, Auburn). After review of the DDR/DEIS plans, it 
appears that additional access points into Downtown Syracuse are needed for commuters 
coming from the west. NYSDOT should look at potential ways to identify additional exit ramps 
for traffic coming from the west.  

One such option appears to exist at West Street according to the DDR/DEIS. However, the 
single exit at West Street does not seem to adequately address the congestion that occurs 
when commuters are provided with only one exit option. The next option to access Downtown 
would be at Irving Avenue, creating the need for a driver to drive past Downtown and loop 
back around to get to Downtown Syracuse destinations. Bottlenecks are currently evident for 
commuters coming from this direction. NYSDOT should look for additional opportunities to 
develop access points to the Community Grid from the highway for Downtown commuters 
between West Street and the new Irving Avenue exit. 

 Existing bottlenecks for westbound commuters are caused by insufficient capacity at the I-
690/southbound I-81 merge, exacerbated by poor Level of Service and associated queuing 
on southbound I-81 from the Interchange 18 (Harrison/Adams Streets) exit ramp. The 
Community Grid Alternative would eliminate this section of I-81 and the ramp, thereby 
eliminating the traffic queues. Instead, commuters traveling to University Hill could reach 
destinations via Almond Street or the new I-690 interchange at Crouse and Irving Avenues. 
See Section 5.6.1 for additional information. 

 Although tractor-trailer traffic is allowed on roadways, any additional truck traffic through 
neighborhoods should be minimized. NYSDOT should look further into minimizing additional 
truck traffic and consider design improvements to the Community Grid Alternative to make it 
less attractive and convenient for tractor-trailer type traffic to utilize Almond Street, Salina 
Street, or the City street grid, unless drivers have a destination point or business to conduct 
in Downtown Syracuse. One example is the proposed roundabout south of Downtown at 
Martin Luther King, Jr. East, which maintains traffic flow but may be less desirable for trucks 
to navigate. Through additional design considerations, this transportation solution can serve 
as a gateway entrance.  

 The Community Grid Alternative is not designed to encourage or attract additional through-
truck traffic to use the street grid. It was designed to accommodate all vehicles that have 
destinations within the City (i.e., non-through trips as defined in Section 5.2.1 of this 
DDR/DEIS). Federal and State laws limit NYSDOT’s ability to restrict commercial vehicles 
from using state highways, as it must provide reasonable access to facilities and cannot 
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discriminate against interstate commerce. Trucks with origins and destinations beyond the 
Project Area would be encouraged, via signage, to use the new I-81 to bypass the City. 
NYSDOT encourages large trucks to utilize the National Network for safety and because it 
provides the highest operating speeds for the movement of goods. The traffic, air quality, and 
noise analyses in this DDR/DEIS include anticipated truck trips, and this DDR/DEIS includes 
measures to mitigate identified adverse effects of the Community Grid Alternative. See 
Sections 5.6.1, 6-4-4, and 6-4-6, and Appendix C of this DDR/DEIS for further information. 

 I-690 should be extended beyond its current terminus with I-481 to alleviate the traffic that 
backs up on Route 5 at Lyndon Corners every day. 

 The Community Grid Alternative includes alternative measures to address congestion at the 
Route 5 intersection with New York State Route 92 (Lyndon Corners). These improvements 
entail the addition of a new traffic signal and a right-turn lane. The turn lane would begin 
approximately 600 feet west of the Route 5/92 intersection and end on Route 92, 
approximately 1,000 feet east of the intersection. Further details on this intersection 
improvement and other improvements to existing I-481 at Exit 3 (New York State Route 5) 
are described in Section 3.4.3. 

 A full interchange at MLK, Jr. East is important, as is the need for careful planning and design 
to ensure that all safety considerations are addressed, particularly given its proximity to 
STEAM at Dr. King Elementary. NYSDOT should take full advantage of this opportunity to 
improve the current configuration and placement of the highway. The use of a roundabout or 
traffic circle in this City of Syracuse area is an appealing alternative to effectively manage 
traffic while providing an attractive element of a south side gateway. 

 NYSDOT has carefully considered options for the intersection of BL 81 and MLK, Jr. East. 
Subsequent to publication of the April 2019 preliminary DDR/DEIS, NYSDOT incorporated a 
proposed roundabout into the design of the Community Grid Alternative. The design of the 
roundabout considered the projected volume of traffic and the location of the school. The 
location of BL 81 and the roundabout have been moved as far south and east as possible, 
while still meeting geometric design standards, minimizing right-of-way impacts, and 
maximizing the increased buffer area between BL 81 and the school. It should be noted that, 
in this area, BL 81 would be a 30 mph City street, and it would be farther from the school than 
the current highway. The design creates a substantial new buffer area between the roadway 
and the school. Additional information describing the proposed roundabout can be found in 
Section 3.4.3 and Appendix A-1. 

 The transition of BL 81 to local speeds at MLK, Jr. East is of concern. It could be moved to 
East Kennedy Street. The School District could look into acquiring the extra right-of-way that 
would be available adjacent to the Dr. King School. 

 As stated in Section 3.4.3, between the southern interchange of BL 81 and the re-routed I-
81, the speed limit would transition between 55 mph and 30 mph, decreasing incrementally 
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as motorists approach MLK Jr., East. A roundabout is proposed at MLK, Jr. East. North of 
this proposed roundabout, Almond Street/BL 81 would have a posted speed limit of 30 mph, 
consistent with other City streets. Refer to the response to Comment 5-8 regarding surplus 
right-of-way. 

 An additional exit ramp at Colvin Street for northbound I-81 traffic should be constructed as it 
would help disperse traffic headed to the University. Farther south, on BL 81, the intersection 
with Colvin Street should be a full four-way interchange.  

 Preliminary studies evaluated the conversion of the Colvin Street partial interchange (with only 
one ramp) to a full interchange (see Appendix A-6). It was determined that the addition of a 
southbound exit ramp and southbound entrance ramp was not feasible due to geometric 
constraints and right-of-way impacts, including numerous building acquisitions. However, the 
Community Grid Alternative would include a new northbound BL 81 exit ramp to Colvin Street, 
and the existing entrance ramp from Colvin Street to BL 81 would remain.  

 Consider including roundabouts instead of signalized intersections with the Community Grid 
Alternative, while ensuring safe pedestrian crossings. Consider a roundabout where 
Lakeshore Parkway and Old Liverpool Road approach the City. A color-coded system could 
be used for the individual lanes around the roundabouts and the street to be used with the 
lanes being color coded with different shapes to make decision making quicker and easier. 
Ensure that landscaping in the roundabout does not obstruct visibility for drivers. Consider 
underground roundabouts, especially at Adams and Harrison Streets.  

 Subsequent to publication of the April 2019 preliminary DDR/DEIS, NYSDOT proposes to 
install a roundabout on the proposed BL 81 at MLK, Jr. East under the Community Grid 
Alternative (see Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS). Underground roundabouts have not been 
considered because they would result in additional cost, the need for additional ramps, and 
potential property impacts, and due to additional risk and complexity, similar to the 
underground work associated with tunnel options described in Section 3.2.4. Consideration 
of roundabouts at Lakeshore Parkway and Old Liverpool Road would not be needed to meet 
the Project purpose and objectives or to address the identified transportation needs. The two 
existing ramps from Onondaga Lake Parkway and Old Liverpool Road would be combined 
into a single southbound BL 81 on-ramp (see Section 3.4.3). This Project would not preclude 
the evaluation of roundabouts at other locations in the future, as an independent action or 
actions. 

 What about the long-term maintenance of the Community Grid Alternative, including snow 
removal, maintaining trees and landscaping, and associated costs, and the City’s ability to 
maintain Almond Street and other affected streets? Who would be responsible for the portion 
of I-81 north of Syracuse if it is no longer designated as an interstate? Would the cost of 
infrastructure repairs fall to local taxpayers? A dedicated fund needs to be developed to pay 
for the ongoing maintenance of these spaces.  
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 Maintenance needs have been considered in the design of the Community Grid Alternative 
and incorporated as part of the Project cost estimates. NYSDOT continues to coordinate with 
the City of Syracuse on a maintenance program. Refer to Appendix A-5 for the cost estimate. 

Landscape enhancements have not been identified at this stage of the Project, but 
sustainability will be a primary consideration in plant selection once it occurs. It should also 
be noted that during construction, NYSDOT will direct its Contractor to revegetate disturbed 
areas in accordance with a Landscape Restoration Plan that would include native plant 
species. 

NYSDOT would own and maintain BL 81, which includes Almond Street and sections of Erie 
Boulevard, Oswego Boulevard, and Pearl Street, as well as the highway components south 
of MLK, Jr. East and north of Downtown Syracuse. Maintenance would be funded through 
NYSDOT’s annual budget. 

Ownership and maintenance of local streets in the Project Area continue to be discussed with 
the City. While materials for sidewalks and bicycle infrastructure would not be selected until 
final design, their durability and ease of maintenance will be key considerations. See also the 
responses to Comments 3-83 and 4-8 through 4-15 with respect to maintenance of City 
streets and traffic volumes within City streets. 

 The Project includes improvements to the Bear Street corridor, which is an important 
connection between BL 81 and I-690 under the Community Grid Alternative. There is also an 
opportunity for upgrades to the Bear Street bridge over Onondaga Creek. With aesthetic 
improvements, the bridge can be a powerful gateway to the Inner Harbor. NYSDOT should 
consult the City of Syracuse regarding design and planning of this bridge and the Bear Street 
corridor. 

 The Bear Street bridge over Onondaga Creek is not part of the Project. NYSDOT has and will 
continue to meet with the City of Syracuse regarding the Project. 

 As part of the Community Grid Alternative, remove I-690 and extend the grid farther north to 
realize the full social and economic benefits of a community grid. Incorporate pedestrian and 
bicycle paths in the Northside. Employ Community Grid concepts throughout the section of 
BL 81 between Erie Boulevard and Hiawatha Boulevard to create a lower-speed, traffic-
calming, and business-friendly roadway that promotes connectivity/ease of movement by 
pedestrians/bikes. In addition, make West Street narrower and return to City control. 

 Removal of I-690 is not necessary to meet the Project’s purpose and objectives or to address 
the identified transportation needs. Similarly, extending a non-freeway section north of 
Butternut Street would result in extensive congestion and failing Levels of Service throughout 
Northside roadways, which would not meet the purpose and objectives of the Project or 
address identified transportation needs, and is therefore not reasonable. The Community Grid 
Alternative includes multiple bicycle and pedestrian enhancements in the Northside, as 
detailed in Section 3.4.3. The segment of West Street between I-690 and Erie Boulevard 
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would be narrowed, lowered to grade, and converted to a normal City street. Improvements 
to West Street beyond these limits are not part of the current Project. NYSDOT would continue 
to own and maintain West Street.  

 The conceptual plan for a Canal District on the northern edge of Downtown Syracuse is good, 
and similar concepts for other gateways, particularly on the south side, are essential 
components of the Project. NYSDOT should consult the City of Syracuse regarding design 
and planning of the gateways areas. 

 As discussed in Sections 5.5.4 and 5.6.4, gateway concepts have been developed for 
multiple locations. Gateways have been identified at the new West Street and Genesee Street 
intersection, the new James Street exit at Oswego Boulevard through the creation of a new 
“Canal District,” at the new Crouse and Irving Avenues interchange with I-690, and at the new 
MLK, Jr. East roundabout. NYSDOT will continue to meet with City representatives on the 
planning and design of the gateway areas.  

 The idea of a Canal District is exciting and shows foresight into the future opportunities for 
developing land in our community, but it is atypical to see this level of “developed” or planned 
space at the base of a highway exit ramp. Are there examples of other communities that have 
utilized a similar vision for highway exit ramp areas? Has NYSDOT looked for opportunities 
to encourage additional development south of these entrance/exit ramps, where there is 
existing neighborhood fabric (University Hill and Downtown Syracuse) with which to better 
connect?  

 The opportunity to create a gateway district in the area came about as a result of design 
improvements that led to a substantially reduced highway footprint, combined with a 
reinstated street grid; it was not based on examples of other communities’ development of a 
highway area. The idea of a Canal District was inspired by the location (near the historic 
confluence of the Oswego and Erie Canals) and the presence of the Erie Canal Museum and 
mule driver’s monument on the historic location of the towpath; the area also includes a 
portion of the Hanover Square preservation district. Information on other proposed gateways 
is available in Section 5.6.4. NYSDOT continues to meet and is working closely with the 
Project’s Urban Design Technical Advisory Panel on potential gateways.  

 How would vehicles transfer from BL 81 (southern exchange) to the re-routed northbound I-
81? For southbound BL 81 travelers, it appears that drivers would need to use Brighton 
Avenue and Rock Cut Road, which would be inefficient and inconvenient.  

While East Glen Avenue from Fillmore Avenue is currently a private road for the Loretto Health 
and Rehabilitation Center, it is commonly used by area residents to access Brighton Avenue, 
and I-81 and access should be maintained. The proposed BL 81 interchange will essentially 
become a private interchange for Loretto and residents east (and some south) of the proposed 
East Glen Avenue access. The proposed interchange will draw additional traffic from I-481 
(proposed I-81) and East Brighton Avenue toward an already congested Loretto site, 
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increasing emergency access services (and possibly air/noise quality). Congestion will be 
heightened if Loretto installs control booths near the interchange. There are currently traffic 
backups on East Glen Avenue (upper) at East Brighton Avenue at peak employee PM egress 
times. 

 The southern interchange of BL 81 with the re-routed I-81 has been modified since publication 
of the preliminary DDR/DEIS. As described in Section 3.4.3, southbound travelers on BL 81 
would access southbound I-81 or exit to a new ramp leading to East Glen Avenue; this ramp 
would connect to Brighton Avenue and Rock Cut Road. Travelers on the new southbound I-
81 would access BL 81 via the existing exit ramp to Brighton Avenue, continuing straight onto 
East Glen Avenue, which would lead to the entrance ramp to northbound BL 81 or to the 
entrance ramp to southbound I-81. Based on public comment, the design of the interchange 
has been modified to include a new ramp providing a direct connection for motorists traveling 
between southbound BL 81 and northbound I-81. Finally, motorists heading from Brighton 
Avenue to northbound I-81 would use the Rock Cut Road entrance ramp, which would remain 
in its current location, or use East Glen Avenue to take the new entrance ramp to southbound 
I-81. Motorists on Brighton Avenue heading toward Downtown would use East Glen Avenue 
and the new northbound BL 81 entrance ramp.  

Relocated East Glen Avenue would be a public street between the Loretto property and 
Brighton Avenue and would include a full interchange with BL 81, substantially improving 
access at that location. The Project would have no effect on the private driveway between 
East Glen Avenue and Filmore Avenue, which would remain a private driveway; access to 
either end of the driveway would be maintained throughout construction and upon completion 
of the Project. Further, the improvements proposed as part of the Project, including the new 
full interchange on relocated East Glen Avenue, would substantially improve access to the 
highway system (both BL 81 and I-81). No public roads or public access to and from Brighton 
Avenue or East Glen Avenue or relocated East Glen Avenue would be removed as part of the 
Community Grid Alternative.  

Relocated East Glen Avenue, including the new interchange at BL 81 and the reconstructed 
intersection with Brighton Avenue, has been designed to accommodate projected traffic 
volumes. The design would improve emergency vehicle access, as well as pedestrian, bicycle, 
and bus access to the Loretto property. 

Potential impacts to air quality and traffic noise have been evaluated for the Project and are 
discussed in Section 6-4-4 and Section 6-4-6 of this DDR/DEIS. 

 Was the designation of "Business Loop 81" a choice of NYSDOT’s or a requirement of FHWA?  

Rather than Business Loop 81, consider swapping the I-81 and I-481 designations, or 
extending the existing NY 481 designation from the current northern I-81/I-481 interchange to 
the southern I-81/I-481 interchange since the grid section would not be interstate standard. 
Another option would be to keep it I-481 from the northern junction down to I-690 and then 
the grid portion from the southern junction to I-690 could become a relocated US Route 11.  
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Does the designation as a "business loop" necessitate designation as a "Qualifying Highway"?  

The designation of BL 81N from the southern interchange to I-690 intersection as a Federally 
“Qualifying Highway" designated to handle heavy traffic (including tractor trailers) seems to 
be completely contrary to goals of the community grid concept. Is there a more appropriate 
designation for this section of BL 81? 

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, I-81 would be maintained by rerouting it to the east 
along the existing I-481 alignment. To maintain system continuity and recognition of the I-81 
designation within the city, the Business Loop 81 (BL 81) designation would be used to identify 
the main route through the city that connects to key destinations in the City of Syracuse, while 
also providing connectivity to I-81 at its northern and southern termini. 

NYSDOT and FHWA have agreed that the business loop is an appropriate designation for 
the current section of I-81 between the southern I-81/I-481 interchange (Interchange 16A) 
and the I-81/I-481 northern interchange (Interchange 29). The Community Grid Alternative 
would entail the removal and withdrawal of a segment of I-81 from the National Network. 
Pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11, a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) is required for the 
proposed deletion of a Federal-aid interstate from the National Network and for the proposed 
addition of BL 81 to the National Network. The designation as a business loop does not 
necessitate designation as a Qualifying Highway; however, BL 81 would be designated as a 
Qualifying Highway and would be designed to accommodate buses, recreational vehicles, 
and trucks, including large, heavy vehicles with a width limit of 102 inches. For additional 
information, see Section 5.6 and Appendix B-5, which contains the Designation/De-
Designation Package.  

 Designate the remaining spur sections of I-81 north of I-690 interchange and south of MLK, 
Jr. East as the “I-81 Business Spur.” Consider using an “informal” name for Business Loop 81. 

 BL 81 would extend from the southern I-481 interchange to the northern I-481 interchange 
and include segments of Almond Street, Erie Boulevard, Pearl Street, and Oswego Boulevard 
(refer to Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS for additional information).  

 NYSDOT’s recommendation to reconstruct the East Glen Avenue bridge is good, but the plan 
to introduce a full interchange at this location raises a number of considerations regarding the 
impact on Loretto operations and access to Filmore Avenue. NYSDOT should consult the City 
of Syracuse regarding design and planning of the interchange and bridge which also 
incorporates utility infrastructure. 

 NYSDOT has and will continue to coordinate with the City of Syracuse and Loretto Health and 
Rehabilitation Center regarding the design and construction of Interchange 16A. 

 Bear Street is identified for upgrades and would include sidewalks on both sides from Lodi to 
Solar Streets. Why not install continuous sidewalks on both sides of the street between Lodi 
and Spencer Streets and potentially bicycle facilities since the road goes through the 
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Lakefront and Inner Harbor? These areas have seen several mixed-use and commercial 
developments in the past several years that have increased both residential density and 
interest in the area. 

 The design of the Community Grid Alternative (identified as the Preferred Alternative) includes 
extended sidewalks farther west along Bear Street, between Solar Street and Van Rensselaer 
Street, and the addition of a new shared-use path connection between Van Rensselaer Street 
and the Creekwalk on the north side of Bear Street. Bear Street has not been identified as a 
planned bicycle route by the “Syracuse Bicycle Plan: A Component of the Syracuse 
Comprehensive Plan;” however, the outside lane widths between Lodi Street and Van 
Rensselaer Street would meet shared-lane criteria. Provisions for bicycles and pedestrians 
west of Van Rensselaer Street are not warranted based on anticipated demand. See 
Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.4 of this DDR/DEIS for additional information.  

 Can the proposed entrance/exit ramp at Willow/James/Erie Boulevard be eliminated? It 
appears to be a case of simply moving an existing congested area at Clinton/Salina/Franklin 
farther east without any community benefits.  

 No, it would not be possible to eliminate the Willow/James/Erie Boulevard ramp and still 
accommodate anticipated traffic demand, based on the traffic analysis conducted for the 
Project (see Chapter 5 of this DDR/DEIS). To improve safety and traffic operations, the Salina 
Street, Butternut Street, and Clinton Street exit ramps would be combined into a single exit 
ramp to Clinton Street/Oswego Boulevard, which is critical to providing access to the 
Downtown area. In addition, the proposed modifications in the area would provide better 
connectivity, improve traffic operations, and create a gateway opportunity for the City. 

 The planned new ramp at Pearl Street to BL 81N is a very inefficient means to move 
northbound street level traffic onto BL 81N because of the requirement for short distant turning 
movements at the intersections of North State Street/Willow Street/and Pearl Street. This area 
is typically very backed up with traffic at the PM rush hour period. Can the Pearl Street ramp 
be eliminated and traffic routed along North State Street to a newly designed entrance ramp 
at North State and Butternut Streets?  

 The redesigned Pearl Street ramp and the proposed Pearl Street extension would improve 
efficiency and provide direct access to BL 81. These improvements would also address safety 
issues as they would rectify all of the current operational problems associated with the existing 
entrance ramp at Pearl Street. Therefore, there would be no need to route traffic along North 
State Street to a new entrance ramp at Butternut Street. See Sections 3.4.3 and 5.6.1 of this 
DDR/DEIS for additional information. 

 NYSDOT shows a lengthened northbound entrance ramp to I-81 from Court Street. However, 
the issue at this ramp is not the length of the ramp, but the fact that drivers must cross two 
lanes of traffic in a short distance to continue on northbound I-81, while people from I-81 are 
also slowing down to exit at Park Street and Liverpool.  
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 The proposed spacing between the entrance ramp from Court Street and the exit ramp for 
Park Street would be similar to existing spacing. Both ramps would meet design standards 
and would result in acceptable Level of Service. Under both the Viaduct and Community Grid 
Alternatives, traffic entering from the Court Street northbound ramp would only need to move 
over one lane to stay on the northbound freeway. Approximately 1,000 feet past the Hiawatha 
Boulevard exit, the freeway does narrow from four lanes to three lanes, so a second lane 
merge would be necessary, but merging traffic would not compete with traffic exiting to 
Hiawatha Boulevard. Traffic analysis of the various weaves in this segment show acceptable 
Level of Service during peak traffic hours. See Sections 5.5.1 and 5.6.1 of this DDR/DEIS 
for additional information. 

 The median in the proposed Almond Street under the Community Grid Alternative is too wide 
and should be narrower to allow more room for development. 

The Community Grid option should reduce the Almond Street corridor to 115-120' width, to 
accommodate it as a residential and commercial city street, with shops, restaurants, 
pedestrian sidewalks, bike lanes, street trees, and parking. In review of the DDR/DEIS, there 
appear to be opportunities to re-imagine land use design along key corridors/space between 
curbs for additional development. Development opportunities and ability to reconnect our 
neighborhoods through walkable design are prime reasons that the Community Grid 
Alternative is preferred by so many of our area residents. The proposed 30-foot median is not 
in keeping with the character or scale of Downtown Syracuse roadways. For example, look at 
opportunities to shrink the Almond Street footprint and proposed 30-foot median and provide 
a "fresh" look to the space over time. 

 A minimum 7.5-foot-wide median is needed to satisfy Americans with Disabilities Act 
requirements for a refuge area. In locations without a proposed left-turn lane, wider medians 
are proposed to allow for a future left turn bay, if warranted, and still accommodate a 7.5-foot 
median without requiring realignment of larger segments of Almond Street. There are three 
segments along Almond Street where 30-foot-wide medians are proposed. Within these 
median segments, the potential gain would be a width of less than 12 feet. For instance, as 
currently designed, the width of the median along Almond Street between Van Buren Street 
and Monroe Street is either 7.5 feet adjacent to a left turn lane or 19.5 feet where there is no 
left-turn lane. That said, there are multiple locations along Almond Street where the medians 
would be reviewed and potentially narrowed as design progresses. See Sections 3.4.3 and 
5.6.2 of this DDR/DEIS for additional information. 

 The Community Grid Alternative would eliminate much needed surface parking located 
beneath the existing viaduct in Downtown Syracuse. NYSDOT must mitigate the loss of 
parking. Can the I-81 Community Grid concept be expanded to include the construction of 
major publicly sponsored parking garages at BL 81S/Court Street and I-690E/Crouse and 
Irving Avenues to reduce traffic congestion and better use of land resources in the Downtown 
and University Hill area?  
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If the New York State Office Building (333 East Washington Street) is the "major parking 
generator that is anticipated to require parking mitigation," why isn't the surface lot 
immediately adjacent to this building being considered as a parking garage location (as 
opposed to the current proposal, shown on Figure 5-35 in the April 2019 preliminary 
DDR/DEIS, to site a parking garage on what is likely to be prime developable land along the 
new Almond Boulevard between Washington and Water Streets)? Parking should not be a 
primary use along the new Almond Boulevard. 

 As discussed in Section 5.6.1 of this DDR/DEIS, the Community Grid Alternative would result 
in a loss of 1,089 public off-street parking spaces, which include spaces used by employees 
at the New York State Office Building. A variety of potential options were evaluated to mitigate 
the loss of public off-street parking spaces, including the replacement of existing parking 
facilities and the development of new surface parking lots. Locations were considered that 
would not require additional property takings, would not be desirable for commercial 
development, and would not impact City zoning, or any potential new greenspace or gateway-
type areas. A preferred mitigation option was identified that accounts for the reduction in the 
number of spaces that need to be compensated due to the anticipated increase in the number 
of telecommuters over the long-term (817 spaces to be replaced versus 1,089 spaces). The 
preferred mitigation option also considers the proximity of the proposed parking facilities to 
the location of public off-street parking spaces that would be lost. The preferred mitigation 
option proposes four new surface parking facilities, which would be situated in close proximity 
to the existing parking facilities that would be removed under the Community Grid Alternative. 
Combined, the four proposed parking facilities would provide 896 public off-street parking 
spaces, which exceeds the minimum 817 that are needed. After further evaluation, it was 
determined that a new parking garage would not be required to mitigate the public off-street 
parking impacts. Additionally, replacement parking is no longer being proposed for the block 
bordered by Almond Street/Washington Street/McBride Street/Water Street.   

 As part of the centralized parking garage initiative, can the I-81 Community Grid concept be 
expanded to provide for the construction of a light rail/bus rapid transit system that would 
connect the centralized parking garages to major employers and destinations along a defined 
4-mile loop? This would reduce traffic congestion and free up valuable property that is 
currently used for offsite parking facilities in the community.  

 Construction of a light rail/bus rapid transit system is outside the scope of this Project. 
However, the I-81 Viaduct Project would not preclude the construction of a light rail/bus rapid 
transit system as a future, independent action. 

 Why is there a difference in bicycle infrastructure north (cycle tracks) versus south (shared-
use path) of Adams Street? Is this based on volume, available right-of-way, or something 
else? 

 The level and type of bicycle infrastructure were developed based on the available right-of-
way on Almond Street. 
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 Some of the elevated areas of I-481 over the railroad tracks in DeWitt are tight in terms of 
shoulder widths. Will the elevated sections of I-481 over the railroad tracks require substantial 
reconfiguration?  

 Both the existing northbound and southbound I-481 bridges over CSX railroad would be 
widened to three lanes plus shoulders in accordance with applicable design criteria (see 
Appendix C-6). 

 It would be appropriate to add a sentence to the end of the paragraph on page 3-39 of the 
preliminary DDR/DEIS that states, “[I]t may not be practical to devote all of this land to these 
purposes, but at a minimum, it would be desirable to retain the area shown for the constructed 
canal exhibit area for those purposes.”  

 The suggested text addition was considered but was determined to be unnecessary. 

 Develop and implement plans that create an interconnected system of bike and pedestrian 
ways in communities divided by I-481.  

 An interconnected system of bike and pedestrian ways along I-481 is beyond the scope of the 
Project. However, as part of the reconstruction of Interchange 16A, bicycle and pedestrian 
right-of-way would be provided on the reconstructed East Brighton Avenue and East Glen 
Avenue bridges. Where possible, provisions for pedestrian and bicycle improvements have 
been included. As part of the reconstruction of Interchange 16A, substantial improvements 
are included to improve bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. For example, the Project 
now includes sidewalk extensions to provide for sidewalk continuity, protected crosswalks at 
intersections and dedicated cycle tracks along Brighton Avenue, and a new shared-use path 
along Relocated East Glen Avenue that would improve pedestrian and bicycle access 
between the Loretto Rehabilitation Center and Brighton Avenue. At the Route 5/92 
intersection, ramp modifications and the addition of a new signalized intersection would be 
designed to improve pedestrian accommodation on Route 5/92 within the interchange area. 
In addition, New York State is progressing a separate project as part of the Empire State Trail 
system, which would construct a new trail and pedestrian/bicycle bridge over I-481 on the 
north side of Kinne Road. This would complete a critical gap between two existing trail 
systems and greatly improve bicycle and pedestrian access between the east and west sides 
of I-481. 

 Clarify potential impacts to underground utilities with the Community Grid Alternative. 

 As described in Section 5.6.3, because the depth of many underground utilities is not known, 
and because the depth of impacts from proposed construction is uncertain, impacts are 
assumed for any major underground utility in a reconstruction area. A summary of the utilities, 
the utility owners, and the potential conflicts associated with the Community Grid Alternative 
is included in Appendix C-6. Based on the information available, Appendix C-6 contains 
information on known utilities, including the type of utility, its owner, location, length, whether 
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there would be an impact, and if the utility is owned by a transportation corporation and would 
therefore be eligible for reimbursement. Additional subsurface exploration would be 
conducted to locate utilities prior to the start of construction. 

 There should be improvements and connections to the Creekwalk. 

 The Community Grid Alternative would include a new connection between Van Rensselaer 
Street and the Creekwalk on the north side of Bear Street along where the Empire State Trail 
would run that would provide the benefit of added connectivity for both open space resources 
(see Sections 3.4.3 and 6-4-2.4.1). 

 Access and emergency response times to hospitals should be a higher priority than access 
for commuters and may be adversely affected under the Community Grid Alternative. Impacts 
to emergency response services have not been sufficiently considered.  

 Maintaining or enhancing access to key destinations (i.e., business districts, hospitals, and 
institutions) within neighborhoods within and near Downtown Syracuse is one of the Project's 
stated objectives and has been a critical consideration in the design of the Project (see 
Section 1.1). Both build alternatives would maintain adequate access to emergency services 
including to hospitals.  

The Community Grid Alternative would not adversely impact ambulance access or police 
and/or fire protection services. Traffic analyses show improved Level of Service within the 
Project limits under the Community Grid Alternative. St. Joseph’s Hospital would benefit from 
more direct, high-speed access via the existing southbound I-81 exit ramp at Oswego 
Boulevard. Reduced congestion at the Almond Street intersections with Harrison and Adams 
Streets would improve mobility on the local street network through the geographic center of 
the City. The conversion of Harrison Street west of Almond Street, Adams Street west of State 
Street, and Crouse Avenue south of Genesee Street to two-way operation would provide 
emergency responders with many additional routing options. Travel times to and from points 
south of the Downtown area are expected to increase moderately under the Community Grid 
Alternative. However, a new intersection created at Almond Street and Van Buren Street 
would improve connectivity to the major hospitals on University Hill from points south, reducing 
travel distances and partially offsetting the impact of lower travel speeds through the area. 
Peak hour travel times within the Project Area and along popular routes used by emergency 
responders would decrease compared with the No Build Alternative in most cases. For 
additional information relating to impacts on police, fire protection, and ambulance access 
under the Community Grid Alternative, refer to Section 5.6.1. 

3-3 TUNNEL ALTERNATIVES 

 A Tunnel Alternative, the Access Syracuse Plan, or a “hybrid” tunnel alternative that 
incorporates elements of the Community Grid Alternative, should be considered. Such a 
solution would allow for express travel while providing elements of the Community Grid 
Alternative or a park to be built on the surface streets above the tunnel. A tunnel may be more 
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costly now but has the best long-term benefits and would reduce snow removal and noise. 
The New York State Legislature requested to be apprised of tunnel cost estimates as they 
are developed. The Tunnel Feasibility Study does not fairly evaluate tunnel alternatives, as 
compared with the evaluations performed for the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives.  

Why not construct a tunnel from I-481 under University Hill to North Beech Street? A 
depressed highway would be preferable to a tunnel because it would remove the visual and 
physical barrier of the viaduct but provide more access points to I-81 from local streets than a 
tunnel for general travelers as well as emergency responders. A tunnel could be constructed 
without the need to close certain cross-streets that were previously identified as requiring 
closure. Consider other alternatives, such as:  

• Having two lanes in both directions as express lanes with no entrances or exits, and a grid 
section as proposed from the Carrier Dome to the I-690 interchange;  

• Routing an interstate tunnel through Syracuse with community grid enhancements along 
Almond Street and other local streets;  

• Placing the northern section of I-81 underground as a tunnel from about the northern 
Syracuse city line to I-690 since much of this section is already below ground, with a 
potential extension southward from around the area of Hiawatha Boulevard, removing the 
viaduct, and creating a grid south of I-690; or  

• Tunneling some cross streets under the boulevard to reduce intersections. 

 As detailed in Section 3.3, FHWA and NYSDOT evaluated and screened a range of potential 
alternatives and considered their ability to meet the Project objectives, constructability, and 
potential property impacts in addition to cost. As discussed in the April 2015 Scoping Report, 
the Tunnel Alternatives (T-1, T-2, T-3, and T-4) were evaluated, screened, and dismissed 
from further study. In response to public input after the publication of the Scoping Report, and 
as described in the Tunnel Feasibility Study (see Appendix B-2 of this DDR/DEIS), FHWA 
and NYSDOT conducted additional engineering and further analyses to determine whether a 
tunnel alternative that satisfies the Project’s needs, meets the Project’s purpose and 
objectives, and meets the established screening criteria could be developed.  

Three new potential tunnel alternatives (T-5, T-6, and T-7) were developed (see the Tunnel 
Feasibility Study in Appendix B-2) and dismissed. In addition, the I-81 Independent Feasibility 
Study, conducted by an independent consultant, considered a “long list” of alternatives, 
consisting of two potential depressed highway alternatives along the existing I-81 corridor and 
seven potential tunnel alternatives with various options. Based on the recommendation of this 
independent study, NYSDOT developed the Orange tunnel concept, which was also 
dismissed from further consideration (Appendix B-3 contains the independent consultant’s 
report, and Appendix B-4 contains the results of the further study conducted by NYSDOT). 
Therefore, a tunnel alternative was deemed not reasonable and was dismissed from further 
consideration. 

 The NYSDOT should remove the tunnel option from further consideration. A Tunnel 
Alternative should not be considered due to its increased construction, operation, and 
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maintenance costs; extended construction duration; and disruption to underground 
infrastructure and utilities, to remnants of Erie Canal, and to the community during 
construction. Is the tunnel alternative being considered for political reasons, rather than public 
support? Additional concerns include being stuck underground in traffic; the need for 
ventilation, maintenance, fire suppression, and 24/7 lighting; effects on wastewater; and the 
reduction in property tax revenues due to extensive property acquisition required to construct 
a tunnel. 

 The Tunnel Alternatives have been dismissed from further consideration (see the response to 
Comment 3-106). 

3-4 DEPRESSED HIGHWAY ALTERNATIVES  

 A Depressed Highway Alternative should be considered. 

 Potential Depressed Highway Alternatives were previously considered for the Project. 
However, both Depressed Highway Alternatives would remove local street connections thus 
decreasing connectivity, involve unfavorable subsurface conditions during construction, and 
would require the relocation of all utilities. Further, the potential Depressed Highway 
Alternatives would not meet the project purpose and objectives, nor would they address the 
identified transportation needs. For these reasons, the potential Depressed Highway 
Alternatives were not recommended for further study in this DDR/DEIS as presented in both 
the Scoping Report (April 2015) and in Sections 3.2.5 and 3.3.1 of this DDR/DEIS.  

 A Depressed Highway Alternative should not be considered. 

 See the response to Comment 3-108.  

3-5 OTHER ALTERNATIVES  

 Alternatives that provide an interstate around the west side of Syracuse should be considered. 
These include having I-481 encircle the City to provide southern and western suburbs with an 
expressway and to better disperse traffic; using Route 173 as a guideline to extend I-481; 
constructing a new I-81 around the west side of the City from Lafayette and following Route 
20 to Navarino, then traveling along the west side of Marcellus, and rejoining the existing I-
81 to the north; re-routing northbound I-81 on I-481 or keeping northbound I-81 along the 
existing viaduct with southbound I-81 along West Street; coupling a West Street bypass with 
the Community Grid Alternative; constructing I-81 over the existing railroad tracks and along 
West Street; and realigning I-81 as a surface roadway along the existing Midland Avenue 
alignment and connecting to West Street. Additional roadway improvements that could be 
made include new connections to Destiny USA and a new bypass at West Street. 

 NYSDOT and FHWA considered and presented a western bypass alternative and a West 
Street alternative, referred to as “Other (O) Alternatives” in the Draft Scoping Report (June 
2014) and the Scoping Report (April 2015), which is available on the Project website. 
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Alternative O-1: Western Bypass, or variations thereof, which would involve routing an 
interstate to the west of Syracuse, would require substantial additional property acquisitions 
to create an extensive new interstate alignment and meet interstate design requirements, and 
would add substantial cost to the Project. Alternative O-2: West Street would also require 
substantial additional property acquisitions and would substantially diminish local street 
connections in the West Street corridor, which is contrary to the Project’s objectives. 
Therefore, these potential alternatives were dismissed from further consideration. See 
Section 3.3 for additional information. 

 Consider leaving the viaduct in place for use as a park, similar to the High Line in New York 
City, a bicycle pathway, recreational area for children, and/or restaurants. 

 This proposal is outside the scope of the I-81 Viaduct Project.  

 Consider building an iconic bridge for I-81 over Syracuse. Street level improvements of the 
Community Grid Alternative could be made under the bridge. Construction could occur with 
minimal disruptions to existing I-81 traffic. 

 The Community Grid Alternative would accommodate traffic needs in the region and enhance 
streetscapes in the Central Study Area. The costs associated with construction and 
maintenance of an iconic bridge structure over Syracuse are not justified based on the 
identified transportation needs stated in Section 1.4 of this DDR/DEIS.  

 Consider additional aboveground alternatives. What about an elevated tube, which would 
protect the highway from weather and act as a positive addition to the skyline? Consider an 
aboveground tunnel with businesses and parking on the ground level below the tunnel and 
landscaped pedestrian and bicycle facilities above the tunnel. The façade of the aboveground 
tunnel could have an appearance of late/early twentieth century architectures in the spirit of 
small-town American towns and villages. NYSDOT should also consider an alternative with 
an atrium-style arc and a skylighted indoor highway with transportation vehicles pulled along 
by a magnetic catch-and-release pulley system; the interior would have pedestrian and 
bicycle amenities, greenspaces, vendor areas, security, and connections could be made to 
various destinations throughout the City, including Onondaga Lake, the State fairgrounds, 
Syracuse University, etc. 

 These concepts are beyond the scope of the Project.  

 The Project should be a raised-ground solution (i.e., embankment) similar to I-690 east of I-
81 in Syracuse. 

 A raised-ground solution for the Project would sever connectivity between BL 81 and local 
streets in Downtown Syracuse, which is contrary to the Project’s objectives. In addition, this 
concept would require more property acquisitions than the Viaduct or Community Grid 
Alternatives.  
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 The two unfinished exits—the Fayetteville bypass and the Chittenango exit on I-481—should 
be completed before work on I-81 is done.  

 Extending I-690 to Fayetteville and Chittenango is not within the scope of this Project, nor 
would it be necessary to meet the Project purpose and objectives or address the identified 
transportation needs (see Sections 1.1 and 1.4 of this DDR/DEIS).  

 NYSDOT should consider the “Two Boulevards and Bridge” concept, which has been modified 
since the April 2015 Scoping Report and is now referred to as “The Full Street-Grid Solution.” 
Specific elements of this concept are described and responded to below. 

 See responses to Comments 3-116a through 3-116gg. 

 Undertake a “visual redesign” of the I-690 viaduct with two main types of viaduct design: either 
a “streetscape integrated” solution, in which a traditional arch-shaped viaduct would be 
designed specifically to house shops in each archway, or an “iconic” solution in which part of 
I-690 would be built as a modern and architecturally iconic cable-stay land bridge between 
Clinton Street and Almond Street. 

 The design of the I-690 viaduct, including its aesthetic details, will be developed during final 
design. The proposed iconic designs are unlikely given their substantial cost.  

 Rebuild I-690 with two rather than the three travel lanes proposed, thereby reducing the cost 
of rebuilding I-690, with the cost savings re-purposed for the construction of an iconic 
structure. 

 The number of lanes proposed on I-690 was determined based on the need to accommodate 
the travel demand anticipated in this area, as forecasted by the Project’s traffic studies.  

 Design Fast Compact Urban Interchanges (FCUIs) at I-690’s intersections with West Street, 
Clinton Street, Almond Street, Crouse Avenue, Teall Avenue, and Genesee Street. 

 A key rationale of this concept is to provide increased capacity, which is not needed based 
on the Project’s traffic studies; the Project’s interchange designs are more compact than the 
FCUI design and operate well within design parameters and during projected peak hour 
volumes. The proposed FCUIs would need to be designed to meet current geometric and 
safety standards and would have a larger footprint than as proposed by the commenter. In 
concept, a potential FCUI at West Street would be a two-lane roundabout (assuming no 
connection to Evans Street) close to 185 feet in diameter (measuring from outside curb to 
outside curb); however, it would be closer to 205 to 225 feet in diameter if sidewalks were 
included. While it appears a FCUI interchange could fit at this location, it would increase the 
length of the bridge, push the ramp gores farther from the interchange, and introduce non-
conforming weave lengths between adjacent interchanges; therefore, it will not be considered 
further. A FCUI at Crouse Avenue, proposed as a two-lane roundabout, would have 
insufficient capacity to serve peak hour demand. NYSDOT is not considering roundabout 
configurations that require three or more circulating lanes.  
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Additional interchanges at Clinton Street and Almond Street would violate interstate standards 
for interchange spacing and ramp spacings and result in excessively short weaving distances 
between ramps, causing congestion, poor levels of service and safety concerns. The Teall 
Avenue interchange was recently reconstructed as part of a separate project and meets 
design standards; no further action is necessary as part of the Project. Finally, under the 
Community Grid Alternative, I-481’s Interchange 3 (Genesee Street), would be improved to 
address the existing congestion and crash patterns, and a full reconstruction, which would be 
necessary to convert the interchange to a FCUI, is not warranted.  

 The northern highways should transition to the street grid, with a redesign of the confluence 
of Onondaga Lake Parkway, Park Street, and I-81 as simplified roadways; improved inter-
connectivity; retention of the I-81S Exit 23 flyover ramp; and a new northbound I-81 on-ramp 
from Park Street that avoids using Hiawatha Boulevard, thereby greatly reducing traffic load 
on that street. A single roundabout option at Onondaga Lake Parkway/Park Street/I-81 double 
roundabout should also be analyzed. 

 Elimination of the freeway connection north of I-690 would not meet the Project objectives or 
address the need for the Project, and would unnecessarily increase its scope and cost. The 
Community Grid Alternative would provide a comprehensive and interconnected network of 
both limited-access highways and urban arterials to accommodate travel in and around the 
Syracuse metropolitan area. The alternative’s proposed enhancements to the existing 
freeway corridor north of I-690 would improve traffic flow, safety, and connectivity for 
communities north of the city.  

Onondaga Lake Parkway and the Exit 23 flyover ramp are outside the Project limits. Concepts 
that rely on city streets with numerous lanes would result in increased congestion, travel times, 
and crashes, and not result in improved inter-connectivity. The proposed new northbound 
ramp from Park Street is outside of the Project limits, though implementation of the Project 
would not preclude it from future consideration.  

 Build a roundabout at Destiny Mall, which would connect the mall, Onondaga Lake Parkway, 
Clinton Street, and Lodi Street and improve mall access and create an attractive entrance to 
Destiny Mall.  

 This concept is predicated on the assumption that the northern freeway can be removed, 
which it cannot be (see response to Comment 3-116d). Without removal of the freeway, this 
concept is not feasible. 

 Consider replacing the existing signalized intersections of Hiawatha Boulevard/North Salina 
Street and Hiawatha Boulevard/Park Street with roundabouts. 

 These intersections are outside of the Project limits. Implementation of the Project would not 
preclude the future consideration of roundabouts at these intersections. 

 I-81 in the Northside should become Oswego Street. 
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 This concept is predicated on the assumption that the northern freeway can be removed, 
which it cannot be (see response to Comment 3-116d). Without removal of the freeway, this 
concept is not feasible. 

 Reconfigure Northside traffic flow from I-81, so that Onondaga Lake Parkway and Park Street 
initially each have fluid access to seven primary streets (Clinton Street, Genant Drive, 
Oswego Street, Lodi Street, Salina Street, State Street, and Park Street) to travel toward 
Downtown.  

 Elimination of the freeway connection north of I-690 would not meet the Project objectives or 
address the Project needs, and it would unnecessarily increase the Project’s scope and cost. 
The recirculation of all Northside traffic from the six-lane freeway onto the local street network 
is based on the assumption that the freeway capacity can be replaced by eight north-south 
city streets, which is not feasible from a traffic perspective; lane capacity on a city street is 
vastly different from lane capacity on the freeway. Furthermore, the concept does not address 
how the various roadways could be connected feasibly or safely. The expanse and complexity 
of a freeway interchange north of the city that would connect and evenly distribute traffic onto 
the eight noted streets would not only cause extensive right-of-way impacts but also require 
extending the Project limits well beyond the current limits. 

 Re-align Court Street and the Court Street bridge directly toward the Inner Harbor and extend 
Court Street to Solar Street.  

 As described in Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3, Court Street and the Court Street bridge are being 
realigned as part of the Project. Court Street between North Clinton Street and Sunset Avenue 
would be restored to its historic alignment and would be perpendicular to Genant Drive and 
North Clinton Street. However, there is no indication that Court Street was ever historically 
connected to Solar Street, and there is no justification to include this extension as part of this 
Project. However, with the relocation of Court Street to its original alignment, a future project 
could extend Court Street to Solar Street if desired. 

 Re-align and reconnect Kirkpatrick Street along its old path to connect with North Kirkpatrick 
Street. 

 There is no need or justification for the Project to include the realignment of Kirkpatrick Street 
to its original alignment, including a reconnection between Genant Drive and Basin Street, 
but implementation of the Project would not preclude the realignment by another future 
project. 

 With I-81 replaced by a normal-size street, it’s possible to re-align the Butternut Street bridge 
to be perpendicular with I-81. 

 As explained in response to Comment 3-116d, I-81 would not be replaced by a normal-size 
street. Under the Viaduct Alternative, Butternut Street would be realigned perpendicular to I-
81 and intersect Genant Drive (see Section 3.4.2). Under the Community Grid Alternative, 
Butternut Street would generally follow its existing alignment (see Section 3.4.3). Under both 
build alternatives, Butternut Street would be narrowed to a two-lane (one lane in each 
direction) City street. While Butternut Street must be realigned perpendicular to I-81 to meet 
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critical design standards under the Viaduct Alternative, under the Community Grid Alternative, 
Butternut Street can be either relocated as it would be under the Viaduct Alternative or remain 
in essentially the same location, as currently proposed under the Community Grid Alternative. 
It should be noted that relocating Butternut Street perpendicular to I-81 would sever the 
connection between Genant Drive and Butternut Street and result in impacts to adjacent 
properties.  

 The elimination of highway ramps and the re-alignment of the Butternut Street bridge would 
allow the placement of a roundabout at Webster’s Landing to provide an efficient and 
attractive entrance to Franklin Square; the re-alignment of Evans Street to connect to its west 
side; and the extension of Laurel Street, either as a vehicular or a pedestrian-only street, to 
connect to its east side.  

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, North Clinton Street would be extended to Butternut 
Street, and the intersection of Butternut Street, North Franklin Street, and Webster’s Landing 
would be improved, including substantial expansion of bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations. Extension of Laurel Street is not feasible or practical without removal of the 
freeway (see previous response). As noted earlier, while a signalized intersection is shown 
on the plans, a roundabout could be considered during final design.  

 Reconfigure the Salina Street/State Street/Butternut Street intersections as 
roundabouts. 

 While replacement of the existing signalized intersections with roundabouts is not 
required to meet the needs of the Project, implementation of the Project would not preclude 
the conversion of these intersections to roundabouts as part of a future project.  

 With removal of the freeway north of I-690 and its interchange with I-690, the subsequent 
narrowing of I-690, and implementation of FCUIs along I-690, a central street-grid plan can 
be created that includes multiple upgrades to local streets; a Central/Canalway Park; the 
Canal District; a re-opened Canal Street; and the Webster’s Landing development. Erie 
Boulevard and Oswego Street could become two-lane tree-lined streets featuring wide 
sidewalks and mixed-use residential/commercial development.  

 Removal of the freeway north of I-690 is not feasible (see responses to Comments 3-116d 
and 3-116h).  

 The West Street/I-690 interchange proposed in the Community Grid Alternative could be 
improved by connecting the ramps to a roundabout in the style of an FCUI, which will eliminate 
the traffic light, increase traffic flow rates, and may reduce the required length and width of 
the ramps. The roundabout may be 130 feet to 140 feet (two-lane) in diameter. Consider also 
a compact two-lane roundabout (one over-sized lane), which has a two-lane entry and one-
lane exit. In the slower urban environment, it allows greater “gap-filling.” The I-690 junction 
could be shifted 50-100 feet south to create comfortable space for a connection with Evans 
Street. 

 An FCUI at the West Street/I-690 interchange would introduce additional costs and non-
conforming design elements. Assuming no connection to Evans Street, a two-lane 
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roundabout designed to meet current geometric and safety standards would be closer to 185 
feet in diameter (outside curb to outside curb). If sidewalks are also included, the footprint 
would be closer to 205 to 225 feet in diameter. 

An FCUI would increase the length of the bridge where I-690 crosses West Street, as the 
roundabout and portions of the ramps would be below the bridge. Rather than the single span 
bridge that is proposed in the Community Grid Alternative, the bridge may need to be 
lengthened to a three- or four-span bridge. Also, any portion of ramp that is below the bridge 
must meet vertical clearance criteria. To meet vertical clearance requirements, stopping sight 
distance and maximum grade standards, the lengths of the ramps would increase. Extending 
the length of the ramps, which would cause several ramp spacings to be reduced below 
standards as noted: 

Off-ramp to northbound BL 81 to off-ramp to West Street - The ramp spacing under the current 
Community Grid design results in a ramp spacing of 806 feet, which is below the 
recommended standard of 1,000 feet (refer to Appendix A-3.4 for justification). If the 
interchange is modified to an FCUI, the westbound off-ramp would need to extend further 
east, decreasing the ramp spacing even further. Any decrease in the ramp spacing could 
increase driver confusion and safety concerns. 

On-ramp from West Street to off-ramp to Geddes Street – The ramp spacing under the current 
Community Grid design results in a ramp spacing of 1,425 feet, which is below the 
recommended standard of 1,600 feet (refer to Appendix A-3.4 for justification). If the 
interchange is modified to a FCUI, the westbound on-ramp would need to extend further west, 
decreasing the ramp spacing even further. Any decrease in the ramp spacing could affect 
merging level of service and increase congestion and safety concerns. 

On-ramp from Geddes Street to off-ramp to West Street – The ramp spacing under the current 
Community Grid design results in a ramp spacing of 1,600 feet, which meets the 
recommended standard of 1,600 feet. If the interchange is modified to an FCUI, the eastbound 
off-ramp would need to extend further west, decreasing the ramp spacing below the 
recommended standard. Any decrease in the ramp spacing could affect merging level of 
service and increase congestion and safety concerns. 

On-ramp from West Street to on-ramp from southbound BL 81 – The ramp spacing under the 
current Community Grid design results in a ramp spacing of 1,050 feet, which meets the 
recommended standard of 1,000 feet. If the interchange is modified to an FCUI, the eastbound 
on-ramp would need to extend further east, decreasing the ramp spacing below the 
recommended standard. Any decrease in the ramp spacing could affect merging level of 
service and increase congestion and safety concerns. 

Overall, while it may be possible to integrate an FCUI at the West Street/I-690 interchange, it 
would be more costly, require additional right-of-way, and result in an increased number of 
non-conforming ramp spacings as compared to the proposed design in the Community Grid 
Alternative. Additionally, it would further reduce two of the ramp spacings that are currently 
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non-conforming. As such, further consideration of an FCUI at this location is not warranted. 
Regarding a potential connection to Evans Street, see response to Comment 3-116o. 

 Extend West Street north of I-690 to connect with Evans Street. This will provide convenient 
alternative north/south paths for the area—probably serving mostly neighborhood traffic. 

 Numerous concepts for providing a connection between West Street and Evans Street were 
investigated during preliminary design and dismissed due to geometric or safety concerns. In 
addition, traffic modeling showed that such a connection would encourage cut-through traffic, 
substantially increasing traffic volumes. The projected traffic would overwhelm and change 
the character of this low volume city street and was viewed as an unwarranted impact to the 
Franklin Square neighborhood. In addition, access between Franklin Street and West Street 
is provided via Genesee Street and the new at grade intersection between Genesee Street 
and West Street, and via the improved Creekwalk for pedestrian and bicyclists. Similarly, if 
the interchange were modified to an FCUI, as discussed in response to Comment 3-116c, 
the large increase in traffic that would be generated by a West Street/Evans Street connection 
would require a three-lane roundabout, which NYSDOT is not considering. 

 Create a partial Clinton Street/I-690 interchange. Upgrade North Clinton Street and extend it 
north to a roundabout at Destiny Mall. Additionally, reconnect North and South Clinton Street, 
creating a new major north/south street to absorb part of old I-81 traffic. By creating a partial 
Clinton Street/I-690 interchange, all northerly traffic headed toward Almond Street or farther 
east will prefer Clinton Street over Salina Street and other streets, naturally dividing and 
dispersing traffic. It allows said traffic to skip over downtown by using I-690 as a “land bridge” 
from Clinton Street to the Almond Street junction or beyond, which is the basis of the Two 
Boulevards and a Bridge theme of this plan. Only a partial interchange (easterly) at Clinton 
Street is needed, which will accommodate the required distance between the Clinton Street 
and West Street ramps by foregoing westerly ramps. The interchange should be an FCUI to 
reduce its footprint. 

 Partial interstate interchanges are not preferred under FHWA policy without special 
justification. In addition, this new interchange would increase right-of-way impacts, increase 
project costs, introduce non-conforming ramp spacings and short weave lengths, and 
increase congestion and safety concerns. To justify constructing a partial interstate 
interchange, NYSDOT would need to demonstrate that it meets all geometric and safety 
standards, would not cause driver confusion, and is necessary to meet the needs of the 
project. A new partial interchange at Clinton Street would not meet these criteria, as it would 
result in interchanges that are too closely spaced and ramp spacings less than the minimum 
recommended standards. It would most likely introduce poor weaving levels of service, 
resulting in safety concerns. Furthermore, introduction of a partial interchange at this location 
would result in the following non-conforming ramp spacings. 

Eastbound on-ramp from West Street to potential eastbound on-ramp from Clinton Street - 
The estimated ramp spacing under this concept would result in an estimated ramp spacing of 
750 feet, which would be below the recommended standard of 1,000 feet.  
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Potential eastbound on-ramp from Clinton Street to eastbound on-ramp from southbound BL 
81 – The estimated ramp spacing under this concept would result in an estimated ramp 
spacing of 300 feet, which would be well below the recommended standard of 1,000 feet.  

Westbound off-ramp to northbound BL 81 to potential westbound off-ramp to Clinton Street - 
The estimated ramp spacing under this concept would result in an estimated ramp spacing of 
475 feet, which would be well below the recommended standard of 1,000 feet.  

Potential westbound off-ramp to Clinton Street to off-ramp to West Street – The estimated 
ramp spacing under this concept would result in an estimated ramp spacing of 320 feet, which 
would be well below the recommended standard of 1,000 feet. 

 The Community Grid Alternative eliminates I-690 interchanges between West Street and the 
proposed new Irving/Crouse interchange, resulting in a large amount of I-690 traffic 
overshooting its destination and having to double-back, mostly along Erie Boulevard, which 
will add considerable traffic on this roadway, undermining its development appeal and any 
prospect of a successful “Canal District.” Moreover, it lacks an Almond Street interchange 
required to complete the Clinton Street–to I-690–to Almond Street “land bridge” over 
Downtown, to provide a clear and speedy north/south path through the city. Therefore, a full 
FCUI junction at Almond Street should be built to resolve these issues. 

 Integration of an additional full interchange at Almond Street is geometrically unfeasible, 
would introduce non-standard and non-conforming features, and would introduce congestion 
and safety concerns. New ramps to and from the east would overlap with the Crouse/Irving 
Avenues ramps to and from the west, resulting in a fatally flawed interchange location. In 
addition, the new ramps to and from the east would introduce non-conforming ramp spacings: 

Eastbound on-ramp from southbound BL 81 to potential eastbound off-ramp to Almond Street 
- The estimated ramp spacing under this concept would result in an estimated ramp spacing 
of 750 feet, which would be well below the recommended standard of 2,000 feet.  

A potential eastbound on-ramp from Almond Street would be trying to merge with I-690 at the 
same time a 2-lane eastbound exit ramp is diverging from I-690 for Irving Avenue. This would 
introduce a fatally flawed weaving section which makes this idea unfeasible.  

A potential westbound off-ramp to Almond Street would be trying to diverge from I-690 at the 
same time a 2-lane westbound on ramp from Irving is trying to merge with I-690. This would 
introduce a fatally flawed weaving section which makes this idea unfeasible.  

Potential westbound on-ramp from Almond Street to off-ramp to northbound BL 81 – The 
estimated ramp spacing under this concept would result in an estimated ramp spacing of 575 
feet, which would be well below the recommended standard of 2,000 feet. 

In addition, by locating a full interchange at Almond Street, traffic dispersal onto other city 
streets would be reduced considerably and would result in a concept similar to CG-1, which 
was dismissed (see Section 3.3.2).  

 Provide a partial interchange at Crouse Avenue (with ramps to and from the east only) to 
make a full interchange at Almond Street.  
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 This concept would not improve traffic operations and safety. As detailed below, the weaving 
sections between the BL 81 interchange ramps and proposed Almond Street ramps would be 
so short that congestion and safety standards would not be met, making the concept not 
reasonable. Elimination of the ramps to and from Irving Avenue would allow for proper ramp 
spacing from an assumed interchange at Almond Street, but a partial interchange at Crouse 
Avenue would only serve traffic to and from the east. Under the current design, the 
Crouse/Irving interchange provides for traffic coming from, or going to, the west, north, and 
east. By eliminating the ramps to and from Irving Avenue, the traffic to and from the west and 
north is presumed to be handled by an additional interchange at Almond Street. As previously 
noted, there are several geometric deficiencies with placing an additional interchange at 
Almond Street, including:  

Ramp spacing between the eastbound on-ramp from southbound BL 81 to a potential 
eastbound off-ramp to Almond Street - The estimated ramp spacing under this concept would 
result in an estimated ramp spacing of only 750 feet, which would be well below the 
recommended standard of 2,000 feet. Under the premise that the eastbound off-ramp to Irving 
Avenue would be eliminated, an eastbound off-ramp at Almond would see high traffic volumes 
as it would provide for traffic coming from both the areas both north and west of downtown. 
Traffic trying to exit to Almond Street would conflict with the traffic from southbound BL 81 
headed east on I-690. Furthermore, reducing the available weaving length from 1,667 feet to 
750 feet would introduce a fatally flawed weaving section, which makes this idea not feasible. 

Ramp spacing between a potential westbound on-ramp from Almond Street and the 
westbound off ramp to northbound BL 81. The estimated ramp spacing under this concept 
would result in an estimated ramp spacing of only 575 feet, which would be well below the 
recommended standard of 2,000 feet. Under the premise that the westbound on-ramp from 
Crouse/Irving Avenue would be eliminated, a westbound on-ramp at Almond would see high 
traffic volumes that would be destined for points both west and north of Downtown. Traffic 
entering from Almond Street would conflict with the substantial westbound I-690 traffic exiting 
to northbound BL 81. Furthermore, reducing the available weaving length from 1,638 feet to 
575 feet would introduce a fatally flawed weaving section, making this idea not feasible.  

 Upgrade Almond Street to a normal-size primary street with two travel lanes each way plus a 
modest-width median, and place modestly sized (130-140 feet in diameter) roundabouts at 
Adams, Harrison, and Genesee Streets. 

 As discussed in Section 3.4.3, Almond Street would be reconstructed much as proposed by 
the commenter. See response to Comment 3-96 regarding the size of the median. The 
proposed roundabouts at Adams, Harrison, and Genesee Streets are not reasonable. A two-
lane roundabout designed to meet current geometric and safety standards would be closer to 
185 feet in diameter (measuring from outside curb to outside curb); with the addition of 
sidewalks and cycle tracks or shared-use paths, the diameter would be closer to 225 feet or 
larger. At Adams Street, a 185-foot-diameter roundabout would barely fit within the existing 
highway boundary, but the very limited right of way beyond the curb lines in all four quadrants 
of the intersection would impede the ability to provide the proposed additional amenities such 
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as wide sidewalks, bike lane, decorative lighting, buried utility cables, etc., resulting in 
additional property impacts. A 185-foot-diameter roundabout would fit at Harrison Street, but 
right of way beyond the curb lines would be limited in three of the four quadrants of the 
intersection, again affecting the ability to provide additional amenities and necessitating 
property acquisitions. Finally, the Connective Corridor travels east-west through the Almond 
Street/Genesee Street intersection, so either the roundabout would need to be larger to 
support on-street bike lanes or the bike lanes would need to transition to behind the curb line, 
potentially conflicting with pedestrian facilities. In either case, the roundabout itself could fit 
within the existing highway boundary; however, since Genesee Street would be divided on 
the east side of the intersection, it may not be possible to connect the eastbound Genesee 
Street leg into the roundabout. In this case, westbound Genesee Street would need to be 
converted to two-way traffic, and the existing eastbound leg dead ended.  

 Rebuild West Street as a normal-size street, much like Almond Street, and strongly consider 
a roundabout at the intersection with West Genesee Street, eliminate the West Street curve 
and split near Fayette Street, rebuild the railroad bridge, and eliminate the ramp connections 
to Erie Boulevard. 

 To accommodate traffic demand, the roundabout at West Street/West Genesee Street would 
need to be three lanes, which the NYSDOT is not considering. The West Street curve and 
split near Fayette Street, the railroad bridge in this area, and the southbound West Street 
ramp to Erie Boulevard are outside the Project limits, but future modifications would not be 
precluded by the Project. The Project would reconfigure the existing slip ramps connecting 
northbound West Street to Erie Boulevard to reduce speeds while maintaining connectivity. 
The reconfiguration's reduced footprint would allow the extension of the shared use path 
between Erie Boulevard and West Genesee Street. Both build alternatives would change 
West Street between Erie Boulevard and I-690 from a high-speed interchange area to a 
normal City street, and the removal of substantial infrastructure in this area would create 
space for substantial improvements in pedestrian and bicycle facilities including new 
connections to the Creekwalk (see Section 3.4). Improvements to West Street south of Erie 
Boulevard are not necessary to meet the Project objectives but could occur as part of a future, 
separate project.  

 Restructure Adams and Harrison Streets as two-way, normal-size, wide sidewalk, pedestrian-
friendly streets, designed to attract and support new mid-rise, mixed-use development. 

 Both Adams Street and Harrison Street would carry reduced traffic under Community Grid 
Alternative. Between State Street and Almond Street, Adams Street would be converted from 
a one-way to a two-way street, in accordance with the City of Syracuse's initiative, and traffic 
signals would be replaced. Sidewalks would be made continuous on both sides of Adams 
Street between Townsend Street and Almond Street. Harrison Street would also be converted 
to carry two-way traffic between Salina Street and Almond Street and would receive 
replacement signals; sidewalks and a new cycle track would be installed on both sides of 
Harrison Street between Townsend Street and Almond Street. It should be noted that the City 
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of Syracuse has a separate project that is evaluating a roundabout at the 
Harrison/Salina/Onondaga Street intersection.  

 The McKinney Manor block, a suburban-style sprawling low-rise residential development, is 
wholly inappropriate at its downtown location along Adams Street and should be demolished 
and replaced with new mid-rise, mixed-use development offering both subsidized and market-
rate units.  

 This is outside the jurisdiction of the NYSDOT.  

 While the "Canal District" is a wise proposal, it cannot hope to succeed as an attractive and 
developable area if the large traffic of BL 81 on/off ramps (Pearl Street, Oswego Boulevard) 
cut through the zone. To be successful, the district needs to encompass a much larger area 
with more public spaces to successfully entice major new development and include rezoning. 
As part of this concept, build a Central Park/Canalway Park, and reimagine the Erie Boulevard 
corridor as the Erie Boulevard/"Erie Way," which would include a transit mall with street cars 
and a mixed-use rezoning to support development.  

 The BL 81 ramps connecting to Pearl Street and Oswego Boulevard are necessary to meet 
the Project's anticipated travel demand and cannot be removed. The Canal District (described 
in Section 3.4.3), which acknowledges the historic confluence of the Oswego and Erie 
Canals, builds upon existing City resources such as the existing Hanover Square historic 
district and Clinton Square, which is adjacent to the proposed district; a larger area as 
proposed by the commenter would be beyond the Project limits, but would not be precluded 
from consideration in the future. Zoning regulations are the purview of the City of Syracuse. 
A Central Park/Canalway Park, proposed in the area freed up by the removal of portions of 
Pearl Street and Oswego Boulevard, would not be feasible in this location as Pearl Street and 
Oswego Boulevard are important connections that must remain intact for the Community Grid 
to meet anticipated travel demand. The Erie Boulevard/"Erie Way" concept assumes that Erie 
Boulevard is neither a main thoroughfare nor a suitable east/west street, but Erie Boulevard 
between Oswego Boulevard and Crouse Avenue would become an important east-west link 
under the Community Grid Alternative. The number of lanes, including auxiliary lanes, that is 
shown on the preliminary plans is required to meet the operational, safety, connectivity, and 
pedestrian accommodation objectives of the Project. A concept that would have Water Street 
and Canal Street provide an equivalent function to Erie Boulevard would require major 
upgrades to Water Street, and since most of Canal Street is missing, it would require a 
complete re-construction. The required improvements to Water Street and Canal Street would 
require substantial right-of-way and would considerably reduce the potential amount of re-
developable property along the Erie Boulevard corridor. Additionally, development of a transit 
mall with street cars is outside the scope of this Project and beyond the authority of NYSDOT; 
therefore, it is not included in this Project. Implementation of the Project would not preclude 
others from developing these improvements as a separate, independent action in the future. 

 With implementation of the Erie Way concept, the Canalway Trail should be developed as 
mixed-use, residential/commercial, pedestrian-friendly zones that draw people (active-street) 
and provide shopping, dining, and hospitality opportunities for visitors. 
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 The Canalway Trail is a separate project and outside the scope of this Project. Additionally, 
much of the length of the proposed corridor cited by the commenter is outside the Project 
limits.  

 The railroad along West Fayette Street creates a barrier to "Erie Way." This 0.8-mile stretch 
of the railroad should be elevated. 

 Changes to this railroad, which is owned by New York, Susquehanna and Western Railway, 
are outside the jurisdiction of the NYSDOT.  

 The "Business Loop" conception is inappropriate in an urban project meant to replace 
a limited access highway with a street-grid alternative; the "Business Route" conception is 
more in keeping with the street-grid plan. 

 As explained in Section 3.4.3, a business route, as defined by the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, is "a route principally within the 
corporate limits of a city which provides the traveling public an opportunity to travel through 
that city, passing through the business part of the city, while the regular number is used to 
obviate passing through the congested part of the city." A "business loop" is a route that leads 
into a downtown business district and returns to the freeway at the other end. 

 Restructure the full length of South Side I-81 as an extension of new Almond Street. 
This includes removing the berm south of MLK, Jr. East, used to elevate I-81 to meet the 
viaduct; converting Exit 17 to an at-grade intersection; and adding street-grid connections 
(preferably roundabouts) at Almond Street/Taylor Street and Almond/Castle Street, Colvin 
Street, Brighton Avenue, Exit 17, and Glen Avenue.  

 Removing the existing I-81 berm south of MLK, Jr. East is not required to meet the 
needs and objectives of the Project, although the design of the Community Grid Alternative 
would not preclude the berm removal under a separate future project. Extension of University 
Place to Almond Street would cause extensive right-of-way impacts, including building 
impacts, and is not required to meet the needs and objectives of the project. A new 
northbound off-ramp from BL 81 to Colvin Street has been added to the Community Grid 
Alternative; southbound on- and off-ramps connecting to Colvin Street were considered and 
dismissed due to limited benefit and extensive right-of-way impacts. A roundabout at the 
Colvin Street/BL 81 ramp intersections was not considered as it would require substantial 
reconstruction of BL 81, including bridge replacement, and could additionally impact the 
existing railroad. Modifications to the BL 81/Brighton Avenue interchange (existing 
Interchange 17) are not required to meet the needs and objectives of the Project. As part of 
the Community Grid Alternative, BL 81 would remain a freeway between the existing I-81/I-
481 south interchange and Colvin Street (refer to the Design Criteria in Appendix C-6), and 
therefore, a roundabout would be inappropriate at East Glen Avenue.  

 Rebuild public housing near the Almond Street corridor.  

 Rebuilding public housing is outside of NYSDOT's jurisdiction and not part of the 
Project.  
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 Build a roundabout at Butternut Street and Grant Avenue, at Onondaga (Leavenworth) 
Circle, at Glenwood Avenue/South Avenue/Valley Drive/Elwood Avenue, at Comstock 
Avenue/Colvin Street, and at Thompson Road/Springfield Road. 

 These intersections are outside of the Project limits. 

 Re-establish west entrance to Oakwood Cemetery.  

 See response to Comment 3-23. 

  Improve I-481 junction at Genesee Street  

  Improvements to the existing I-481 interchange with Genesee Street have been 
integrated into the Project. A detailed crash analysis and traffic analysis were conducted for 
the Genesee Street corridor, and improvements to the future I-81 interchange and to the 
Lyndon Corners intersection are now included in the Project (see Section 3.4.3 for more 
information). 

 Commit to a comprehensive (full coverage, high frequency) and free public transit 
network. This would include a network of high-density (population) and traffic-efficient primary 
streets to maximize access to the transit system and minimize transit times, as well as 
proactive urban design and planning, infrastructure investment, and promotion. 

 See response to Comment 5-17. 

 Consider a viaduct alternative in which through traffic is re-routed along I-481 (re-designated 
as I-81), rename I-81 toward the City (e.g., “81A”), reduce “81A” to one lane at Colvin Street 
(plus the Colvin Street entrance lane and Adams Street exit ramp for a total of three lanes), 
then continue "81A" northbound after Adams Street as one lane until the two lane Almond 
Street entrance merges, then continue the viaduct as it is currently. 

Remove the Harrison Street exit ramp and the subsequent roadway under southbound I-81 
up to Adams Street and create a public space. Create new exits off eastbound I-690 and 
southbound I-81 that merge around the area of North State Street, Oswego Street, James 
Street, and Erie Boulevard, and funnel traffic onto South Townsend Street. South Townsend 
Street would need to be remodeled to accept new traffic and access to Adams Street. Also, 
maintain access to Washington, Genesee, and Harrison Streets with turn-offs off this new 
flow. Improved, double entrance to southbound I-81 at current Adams Street entrance would 
be appropriate. 

Lastly, the ability to access northbound I-81 from eastbound I-690 could be addressed by 
adding an exit from eastbound I-690 at North Geddes Street and reworking access to Court 
Street, which would convey the traffic to northbound or southbound I-81 by way of Court and 
Bear Streets or even Hiawatha Boulevard.  

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, existing I-81 would be re-designated as BL 81 and 
would be a State route. Creation of an elevated State route along Almond Street under the 
Community Grid Alternative is not needed to meet the Project purpose and objectives or 
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address the identified transportation needs. Furthermore, an elevated roadway, even if it is a 
State route, would still need to meet applicable geometric design standards to satisfy safety 
and operational requirements. This would result in additional right-of-way impacts. As 
designed, the Community Grid Alternative would meet the Project’s purpose, needs, and 
objectives; would accommodate projected traffic volumes; and would minimize right-of-way 
impacts. Access to northbound BL 81 would be provided by the existing eastbound exits to 
both Hiawatha Boulevard and Bear Street. In addition, the Project includes a number of 
improvements along the Bear Street corridor to enhance safety and traffic operations (see 
Section 3.4.3 for further details). The addition of an additional eastbound exit to Geddes 
Street is not warranted. 

3-6 I-81/I-690 INTERCHANGE  

 The DEIS should assess the incremental costs and incremental benefits, and economic 
impacts to the local community, of providing the missing connections between I-81 and I-690, 
and alternatives to them.  

 The Viaduct Alternative includes the construction of new ramps that would provide direct 
connections, which are currently unavailable, between eastbound I-690 and northbound I-81 
and between southbound I-81 and westbound I-690. The Community Grid Alternative would 
not provide these connections. 

This DDR/DEIS considers the potential benefits and effects of both build alternatives on local 
and regional economies, property acquisition, and community character. The economic 
analysis did not consider incremental costs and benefits of the new connections, as the full 
interchange was considered and dismissed from further consideration as part of the analysis 
of the Community Grid Alternative, which is described in Section 3.3. Refer to Section 6-3-2 
for more information on the economic effects of both alternatives and Appendix D-2 for more 
information about the Community Grid Alternative.  

 Connections between eastbound I-690 and northbound I-81, and between southbound I-81 
and westbound I-690 at the I-690/I-81 interchange (sometimes referred to as the “missing 
connections” or “common features”), should be included with the Project with either the 
Viaduct Alternative or the Community Grid Alternative. 

 Direct ramp connections between eastbound I-690 and northbound I-81 and between 
southbound I-81 and westbound I-690 would be provided under the Viaduct Alternative. 
NYSDOT analyzed both full and partial BL 81/I-690 interchange options under the Community 
Grid Alternative to identify the advantages and disadvantages. The full BL 81 interchange 
option would introduce additional non-conforming features (ramp spacing) and conflict points 
(merge/diverge areas) on the freeway system. These features, in conjunction with the 
additional interchange traffic attracted by the ramps, would result in a lower Level of Service 
on the freeway. Moreover, NYSDOT analyzed the operations and capacity of Bear Street and 
Hiawatha Boulevard and found that these roadways would operate safely and efficiently with 
minor improvements under the Community Grid Alternative. These improvements would 
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address issues at high crash locations and ensure that these routes would continue to function 
safely and efficiently in the future without providing additional direct connections between BL 
81 and I-690 (see Appendix A-1). In addition, the full interchange option would require the 
full acquisition and demolition of up to seven more buildings than the partial interchange 
option, resulting in greater employee displacement, and would result in visual impacts. For 
these reasons and others cited in Section 3.4.3 and the Access Modification Report (refer to 
Appendix A-6), and in consideration of public input, the full interchange option for the 
Community Grid Alternative was dismissed. 

 Connections between I-690 and I-81 should not be included due to their potential impacts on 
nearby residences and recent revitalization efforts in this area, additional acquisitions 
required, impacts to pedestrian and bicyclist facilities, and cost. 

 Connections between I-690 and I-81 are required under the Viaduct Alternative to satisfy the 
American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials’ “A Policy on Design 
Standards Interstate System” (May 2016), which states, “Interchanges shall be provided 
between all intersecting interstate routes, between other selected access-controlled 
highways, and at other selected public highways to facilitate the distribution of traffic. Each 
interchange shall provide for all traffic movements.” Impacts of these connections are 
disclosed as part of the “Environmental Consequences of the Viaduct Alternative” sections of 
Chapter 6 of this DDR/DEIS.  

Under the Community Grid Alternative, the westbound I-690 to northbound BL 81 ramp is 
included as it is required to meet traffic operational needs. Two of the existing six ramps 
between former I-81 and I-690 (southbound former I-81 to eastbound I-690 and westbound I-
690 to northbound former I-81) would be reconstructed to include standard shoulders, longer 
acceleration and deceleration lanes, and improved stopping sight distance. The other four 
existing ramps connecting to and from the southern segment of existing I-81 would be 
removed and no longer needed as a result of the removal of the viaduct. Impacts of these 
connections are disclosed in this DDR/DEIS. Refer to Section 3.4.3 for more detailed 
descriptions. 

 Direct connections between Northside, Franklin Square, Armory Square, and Little Italy must 
be maintained and impacts minimized. 

 Direct connections between Northside, Franklin Square, Armory Square, and Little Italy would 
be maintained under both build alternatives. In addition, both build alternatives include 
enhanced pedestrian and bicycle accommodations along Butternut Street, North Franklin 
Street, and the new North Clinton Street extension. Refer to Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 for 
more details on bicycle, pedestrian, and other improvements to local streets.  

 Existing connections between I-81 and I-690 via Bear Street and Hiawatha Boulevard function 
adequately and do not need improvement. 
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 The I-81 and I-690 connections to Bear Street and Hiawatha Boulevard would remain, with 
minor improvements, under the Viaduct Alternative.  

Under the Community Grid Alternative, the BL 81 and I-690 connections to Bear Street and 
Hiawatha Boulevard would remain. As mentioned in response to Comment 3-119, NYSDOT 
analyzed the operations and capacity of Bear Street and Hiawatha Boulevard and found that 
these roadways would operate safely and efficiently with minor improvements such as signing, 
striping, and signal upgrades. These improvements would address issues at high crash 
locations and ensure that these routes would continue to function safely and efficiently in the 
future without providing additional direct connections between BL 81 and I-690. Refer to 
Section 3.4.3 and the Access Modification Report (Appendix A-6) for additional operational 
improvements to Bear Street.  

 Clarify the Federal mandate that requires the connections to be added and inquire whether a 
waiver could be provided. Re-designate the highways as State routes to avoid Federal 
requirements or reducing the design speed to reduce their footprint. 

 Connections such as those discussed between I-690 and I-81 in an interstate system are to 
satisfy the American Association of State and Highway Transportation Officials’ “A Policy on 
Design Standards Interstate System” (May 2016). This policy states, “Interchanges shall be 
provided between all intersecting interstate routes, between other selected access-controlled 
highways, and at other selected public highways to facilitate the distribution of traffic. Each 
interchange shall provide for all traffic movements.” While there is no Federal mandate, any 
time there is an interchange between two interstates, it is a high priority to provide all 
connections, consistent with driver expectation. Where a full interchange cannot be provided, 
sufficient justification must be documented and the proposal must be approved by FHWA. 
Refer to Appendix A-6 for additional information.  

 Relocate missing connections along Onondaga Lake behind the wastewater treatment plant 
and Destiny USA to help beautify this area and create a more organized I-81/I-690 
interchange. 

 Relocating the portions of the I-81/I-690 interchange connections along Onondaga Lake, 
behind the wastewater treatment plant and Destiny USA, would substantially increase right-
of-way impacts, potentially degrade traffic operations, disturb heavily contaminated soils, and 
likely impact the lake and the railroad mainline. In addition, trying to locate a new interchange 
with I-81 or BL 81 (depending on the alternative) would require a major reorganization of the 
existing interchange ramps in the Hiawatha Boulevard area, which would further increase 
right-of-way impacts along the I-81/BL 81 corridor.  

 Improvements could be made to Bear Street and Hiawatha Boulevard to function more as a 
highway. For example, reroute I-690 along the Bear Street or Hiawatha Boulevard rights-of-
way, and remove existing I-690 in this segment, which would allow revitalization in this area. 
Create a full service interchange at the new I-81/I-690 intersection (where Bear Street and 
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Hiawatha Boulevard currently intersect I-81) and remove the existing ramps at the existing I-
81/I-690 intersection to reduce the highway footprint in that area. Rebuild the viaduct as an 
architectural landmark.  

 See response to Comment 3-119. NYSDOT analyzed the operations and capacity of Bear 
Street and Hiawatha Boulevard and found that these roadways would operate safely and 
efficiently with minor improvements such as such as signing, striping, and signal upgrades 
(see Section 3.4.3 for further details). Relocating the western leg of I-690 to the Bear Street 
or Hiawatha Boulevard corridor would require a major reconstruction and reconfiguration of 
the I-690 and I-81/BL 81 interchanges, which would substantially increase right-of-way 
impacts, including building acquisitions, and disturb heavily contaminated soils.  

The interchange reorganization at I-81/BL 81 near Bear Street or Hiawatha Boulevard would 
be complex and may not be geometrically feasible without severing other existing ramps in 
this area. In addition, placing both I-690 and I-81/BL 81 traffic on the segment of freeway 
between Hiawatha Boulevard and Erie Boulevard would require widening of that segment, 
which would increase property impacts along the I-81/BL 81 northern segment. 

 Visuals do not accurately depict the elevations of the new flyovers. 

 The Project elements (including the proposed flyovers) that are depicted in the visual 
simulations prepared as part of the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) for the Project are three-
dimensional computer models based on the preliminary engineering design information for 
both build alternatives (refer to Appendix F). The simulations used the engineering plans as 
a base in the model. The alignment, elevations, dimensions, and locations of the proposed 
Project structures depicted in each simulation are accurate in their relationship to other 
landscape elements in the photograph for each viewpoint (the methodology used to prepare 
visual simulations are described in Appendix F).  

The Viaduct Alternative would include the construction of two new flyover connector ramps 
between I-81 and I-690, each being approximately 35 feet wide. The eastbound I-690 to 
northbound I-81 ramp would be the tallest piece of infrastructure of the Project, reaching 
approximately 70 feet above existing grade at its highest point. Based on the analysis 
presented in the VIA, the simulations from 13 viewpoints (approximately 41 percent of the 
evaluated viewpoints) depict locations where the Viaduct Alternative would result in a minor 
adverse change in overall visual quality. Factors contributing to adverse effects include the 
introduction of infrastructure where it does not currently exist, the obstruction of current views 
upon completion of the Viaduct Alternative, increased roadway infrastructure scale (height 
and mass), shadowing effects, and the removal of buildings and other landscape features.  

 The Project should not remove the Butternut Street bridge. Realigning the Butternut Street 
bridge would sever a critical connection between the North Side's Little Italy District and 
Downtown's Armory Square. Additional traffic on Genant Street and Franklin Street will result 
from the relocated Butternut Street bridge.  
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 Under both the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives, the Butternut Street overpass must 
be realigned because of the reconstruction of the I-81/I-690 interchange, which would shift 
highway and ramp locations. Under the Viaduct Alternative, placement of the Butternut Street 
bridge in a new location would allow the ramp carrying traffic from eastbound I-690 to 
northbound I-81 to be constructed beneath the Butternut Street overpass. The new bridge 
would be built over existing Genant Drive to connect to North Clinton and North Franklin 
Streets in the Franklin Square neighborhood, and the existing bridge would be demolished. 
Existing Butternut Street would be removed from Salt to Franklin Streets. Genant Drive and 
Franklin Street would be able to accommodate traffic from the relocated bridge. In order to 
support anticipated changes in traffic patterns, North Clinton Street would be extended to 
connect to Webster’s Landing, and this new connection would provide a convenient route for 
traffic traveling between Butternut Street and Franklin Street south of Franklin Square. Under 
the Community Grid Alternative (identified as the Preferred Alternative), the new bridge would 
be built just north of the existing bridge, which would be demolished, and connect at the same 
points as it does today, maintaining connectivity between the North Side’s Little Italy District 
and Armory Square. See Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS.  

 Are there still plans to add any additional lanes to BL 81 in either direction north of I-690 and 
if so why are these additional lanes needed in a community grid concept?  

 From I-690 to Hiawatha Boulevard, the existing I-81 has three lanes in each direction. As 
stated in Section 3.4.3, to improve capacity and traffic operations, this segment of the 
highway would be widened to provide four through lanes in the northbound direction; the 
southbound section would be maintained with three lanes. Several non-standard highway 
features, such as narrow shoulders, tight curves, and reduced sight distance, would be 
corrected.  

 The Project should not remove the Spencer Street bridge.  

 As described in Section 3.4, under both the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives, the 
Spencer Street bridge would be rebuilt in the same location. Reconstruction of the bridge is 
required under both build alternatives due to the widening and horizontal alignment 
improvements of I-81/BL 81.  

 All alternatives should provide all connections between I-690 and I-81 to allow a fair 
comparison of costs. 

 NYSDOT considered options with and without a full interchange between I-690 and I-81/BL 
81 for the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives. The decision to advance a Community 
Grid Alternative without the full interchange is explained in Section 3.3.2 and in Attachment 
1 of the Access Modification Report in Appendix A-6. Cost is only one factor in the evaluation 
of the alternatives.  
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3-7 COST 

 NYSDOT should consider modifying the Project’s design criteria to reduce the land acquisition 
and capital cost needed for the alternatives. NYSDOT could also consider whether certain 
design elements can be removed from alternatives to reduce cost. 

 Efforts to avoid or minimize property acquisitions were made throughout the development of 
the alternatives, as discussed in Sections 3.3 and 6-3-1 of this DDR/DEIS. The alternatives 
were designed to comply as much as possible with the 10 critical design elements designated 
by FHWA as the controlling criteria for design of projects on the National Highway System 
network (see Section 3.3 and design criteria tables in Appendix C-6, as well as several other 
recommended design parameters established by NYSDOT and the American Association of 
State Highway Officials (AASHTO) that are typically used during the design of highway and 
bridge projects. When a roadway’s geometry fails to meet these parameters, it may contribute 
to conditions that cause traffic congestion, reduce safety, and impede emergency response, 
thereby contributing to potential traffic incidents. Where highway design parameters, 
proposed to be retained, are substantially below those required by established practice, the 
NYSDOT Highway Design Manual Chapter 5.1.2 requires an explanation. Justifications of 
design parameters that do not meet FHWA, NYSDOT, or AASHTO standards for both build 
alternatives are found in Appendix A-3.  

The build alternatives have been designed to meet the Project’s purpose and objectives and 
address the identified transportation needs. In addition, various design elements are included 
to allow the alternatives to function efficiently as a transportation system and, in some cases, 
to address public concerns as a result of the public outreach process. Cost is only one of 
numerous factors considered in the evaluation of the alternatives.  

Thus, further design modifications to reduce land acquisition costs would not be reasonable. 

 More detailed cost estimates for the Project alternatives are needed to allow better 
comparison of each. Clarify what portion of costs would be State funded and what portion 
would be Federally funded.  

Regardless of which alternative is advanced to final design and then construction, the Project 
will be $2 billion or more. What would be the impact on Federal transportation funding for 
other projects throughout the county and region? 

 Detailed cost estimates are provided in Appendix A-5. As stated in Chapter 10 of this 
DDR/DEIS, funding for the Project is anticipated to be secured from 80 percent Federal and 
20 percent State sources. The U.S. Congress, FHWA, and other Federal entities will continue 
to review and consider funding for all projects and prioritize accordingly.  

 Provide a project cost estimate. 

 Refer to Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 and Appendix A-5 for cost estimates of the Viaduct 
Alternative and Community Grid Alternative. 
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 One of the screening measures used was reasonable cost: "the estimated total cost in that an 
alternative was considered reasonable if the total cost would be less than 2.5 times the 
estimated cost of Alternative V-1 (Rehabilitation), which was initially estimated at $800 
million.” (This cost was updated to $940 million in 2018 to account for inflation.) Where/what 
is the rationale for using 2.5 times as the final determining factor for cost?  

 NYSDOT established a cost ceiling using the cost of the Rehabilitation Alternative to provide 
an order of magnitude estimate used in the screening of potential alternatives.  

3-8 GENERAL 

 Consider raising the speed limit on appropriate sections of the highway outside the City. 

 The design speed is established based on specific criteria per the NYSDOT Highway Design 
Manual and posted speed limits would comply with FHWA and NYSDOT guidance.  

 The Project should provide multiple access points to the highway system and provide high 
quality entrances from the highway system to University Hill, which is currently overly 
dependent on one main access point—the Harrison/Adams interchange of I-81—that is often 
congested during peak commuting periods. East-west connections between University Hill 
and Downtown need to be maintained and enhanced. Previously segregated communities 
should have physical access to the grid. Current designs must be updated to include access 
points that will allow residents in these segregated areas to easily travel to the business loop, 
local hospitals, educational institutions, and grocery stores. 

 As stated in Section 1.1 of this DDR/DEIS, one of the project objectives is to “maintain or 
enhance vehicle access to the interstate highway network and key destinations (i.e., business 
districts, hospitals, and institutions) within neighborhoods within and near Downtown 
Syracuse.” Under the Community Grid Alternative (identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
the Project), access points to and from I-690 and BL 81 would be available at West Street 
and at Crouse and Irving Avenues (to and from I-690), as well as at Clinton Street, Oswego 
Boulevard, and Pearl Street (to and from northern BL 81), and at numerous at-grade 
intersections along Almond Street between MLK, Jr. East and Erie Boulevard (to and from 
southern BL 81). East-west traffic routes would include Erie Boulevard, Harrison Street, and 
Adams Street. Motorists using Colvin Street would also have access to BL 81. In addition to 
motorist access, bicycle and pedestrian facilities along Almond Street would be accessible 
from MLK, Jr. East. Pedestrians would not be able to cross east-west at Monroe Street 
because of the presence of a median there, but they would be able to cross at Jackson and 
Adams Streets, which are immediately north and south of Monroe Street. While the Viaduct 
Alternative includes improvements to existing interchanges that provide access to University 
Hill, it is not reasonable or necessary to provide new access to the area (refer to the responses 
to Comments 3-5 and 3-6). See Section 3.4 of this DDR/DEIS for additional information on 
the Community Grid and Viaduct Alternatives.  
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 Re-align highway and railroad tracks and the Dr. King Elementary School to free up 
undeveloped land on west side of the new highway just north of the Dr. King Elementary 
School. This could be a YMCA or a community center. Connect the south side of the Dr. King 
Elementary School with a pedestrian bridge to the campus on the east side of the highway. 

 Re-alignment of the highway (under the Viaduct Alternative) and/or the railroad (under either 
build alternative) must meet stringent engineering design standards. The current designs 
minimize further encroachment toward the school (under the Viaduct Alternative) or maximize 
the area freed up on the west side of BL 81 under the Community Grid Alternative. Under the 
Community Grid Alternative, the shift of BL 81 eastward would enable it to pass beneath the 
railway and facilitate the creation of two new parcels near MLK, Jr. East; one parcel, located 
north of MLK, Jr. East, would be approximately 3.0 to 3.5 acres in size(see Section 3.4.3), 
and the other, south of MLK, Jr. East and east of Leon Street, would be 1.0 to 1.3 acres in 
size. This new parcels could potentially be used for public purposes, as described in the 
comment. NYSDOT will form a land use working group consisting of representatives from the 
city, the city’s school district, economic development and economic opportunity organizations, 
the business community, environmental justice communities, neighborhood residents, and 
other organizations and stakeholders as appropriate to provide input to NYSDOT in 
establishing a framework for the non-transportation use of each potential surplus parcel.  
Under the Viaduct Alternative, an at grade sidewalk along MLK, Jr. East and Renwick Avenue 
would provide east-west pedestrian access. Under the Community Grid Alternative, a new 
shared-use path along MLK, Jr. East and the west side of BL 81 would improve east-west 
pedestrian and bicycle access. Moreover, pedestrians generally prefer at grade crossings, as 
they provide a quicker and more direct route. At grade crossings are also highly visible, 
whereas separated crossings can be perceived to have security concerns because they are 
removed from the roadway. For these reasons, even when overpasses are provided, many 
pedestrians continue to cross at grade and need to be accommodated safely. 

 Consider future changes in automobile culture, such as increased use of electric cars, 
autonomous vehicles, and shared automobiles, in the design of the Project. Include charging 
stations. 

 One objective of the I-81 Viaduct Project is to preserve and create infrastructure connections 
as well as correct non-standard deficiencies (see Section 1.1). Amenities for drivers such as 
charging stations are not within the scope of the Project, but the Project would not preclude 
their implementation as part of a future, independent action.  

 Implement high design standards, using the best quality materials and paints and ensuring a 
lifespan of over 100 years. Local volunteers could be used to do the painting to save costs. 
Incorporate resilience to natural and human-made disasters into the design. Concrete 
pavement would be beneficial for the Project. Avoid center grooves on roads where there are 
narrow shoulders since this hinders vehicles from going around bicyclists. Use reflecting tape 
on the new highway. Use roadway pavers that contain solar cells in the sidewalks and parking 
areas to reduce maintenance costs and potentially provide electricity for roadway lighting. 
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Are there any design concepts being introduced into the Project to enhance renewable energy 
development in the community including solar powered lighting/smart grid along the corridor 
route? 

 Materials specifications and contractors are determined as design advances. NYSDOT would 
incorporate the latest technologies (such as renewable energy techniques) and safety 
features in the Project, as appropriate, provided that they meet NYSDOT’s materials 
specifications and standards.  

 Improve the I-690/West Street interchange. It currently requires a signal and does not allow 
traffic to flow to the north. This could be eased by allowing some traffic to exit onto Evans 
Street. 

 A connection between West Street and Evans Street was evaluated in the preliminary design 
of both build alternatives and found to be infeasible. Both alternatives would create an at 
grade intersection with West Genesee Street, which connects to North Franklin Street. 
Furthermore, the improvements to North Clinton Street and its extension greatly improve 
access between the north and south sides of I-690, which is common to the Viaduct and 
Community Grid Alternatives. For additional information, refer to Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of 
this DDR/DEIS. 

 The 400 block of Burnet Avenue will be affected by both alternatives and should receive 
streetscape improvements, greenspace, sidewalk improvements, and noise barriers. Since 
I-690 will shift south between Townsend and Almond Streets, provide additional information 
on how this new green space would be used. 

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, the 400 block of Burnet Avenue would not be 
impacted, except at the Catherine Street/Burnet Avenue intersection, which would be 
improved with the replacement of the existing traffic signal, new pedestrian sidewalk ramps, 
and crosswalks. Under the Viaduct Alternative, the former railroad station building would be 
demolished to make room for the new westbound off-ramp to Catherine Street; however, 
there would be no other impacts to the 400 block of Burnet Avenue. Under both alternatives, 
the removal of the westbound I-690 exit ramp to Townsend Street would allow the inclusion 
of additional landscaping or other uses along the highway corridor, and these would be 
considered during final design. Noise barriers for this location were evaluated as part of the 
Project’s noise analysis and found to be neither feasible nor reasonable (refer to Section 6-
4-6 and Appendix H of this DDR/DEIS for additional details). 

 Incorporate aesthetic treatments for the Project, including pillars, beams, bridges, retaining 
walls, and noise barriers. Create “gateways” at certain intersections with the viaduct, each 
with a different and inviting appearance. Include aesthetic treatments for the Lodi Street 
underpass at I-690 (similar to what was done at the Teall Avenue exit). Clarify whether 
landscaping was included in the Project cost. 
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Bridges, overpasses, and viaducts in the City should receive consistent, specialized 
treatments to enhance the Citywide aesthetics of the highway. This should include the 
structures, as well as streetscapes, landscaping, paving, sidewalks, lighting, etc. NYSDOT 
should consult the City of Syracuse regarding design and planning for bridges, overpasses 
and viaducts. 

With a team of experienced landscape architects contributing on this Project, what is the vision 
for how our community character is reflected in the design? The preliminary designs look 
attractive, but how has the design team taken our community’s character and applied it to the 
design concepts so that this character can be preserved?  

Each neighborhood has its own unique character and the planned reconstruction of 
Syracuse’s transportation network provides opportunities to focus on gateway appearances 
and individual Gateway character. In review of the DDR/DEIS there is no mention of gateway 
opportunities in the re-envisioning of the land and transportation pathways. While much 
attention has been placed on the design of the roadway, NYSDOT should place additional 
focus on the “Gateway” areas into Syracuse. Particularly for visitors arriving from the south or 
north, there should be opportunities to enhance this transportation system with gateway 
signage to show visitors that they have arrived in Syracuse. 

 Aesthetic and gateway treatments have been and will continue to be an important 
consideration as the Project’s design progresses and are discussed in Sections 3.4.2, 3.4.3, 
5.5.4, and 5.6.4 of this DDR/DEIS. An overlook and other improvements are included at Lodi 
Street. The Project cost estimates include landscaping costs.  

NYSDOT is committed to context-sensitive solutions, and the Project designs, including the 
urban design, have taken into account the community’s character. The Project team designed 
Almond Street and other affected City streets in accordance with, and to support, the City’s 
land use and zoning (ReZone Syracuse) plans and initiatives. In some cases, the City’s history 
and context inspired particular designs such as that of the Lodi Street overlook, the Canal 
District, and the Creekwalk extension, which are described in Section 3.4.3 and are depicted 
in corresponding figures. In addition, NYSDOT continues to work its Urban Design Technical 
Advisory Panel on potential gateway designs and treatments to enhance the aesthetics of the 
highway (see Chapter 9 of this DDR/DEIS), and coordination with the City of Syracuse will 
continue to take place.  

 The Project should not include any construction in Cayuga County.  

 The Project does not include any construction in Cayuga County. 

 Safe pedestrian and bicycle accommodations must be included as part of the Project. The 
Project should include pedestrian bridges throughout the Project Area; consider a pedestrian 
bridge to Oakwood Cemetery; provide grade-separated pedestrian and bicycle crossings 
along Genesee Street where it crosses the current I-481; provide a covered walkway from 
Harrison Street to Hotel Syracuse to Convention Center; and provide safe and convenient 
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pedestrian access between medical facilities on either side of I-81/Almond Street. With the 
Community Grid Alternative, there does not appear be a way to cross Almond Street to 
continue east on East Genesee Street. 

 The Project includes objectives to “address vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle geometric and 
operational deficiencies within the Project limits” and “maintain or enhance the vehicular, 
pedestrian, and bicycle connections in the local street network within the Project limits in and 
near Downtown Syracuse to allow for connectivity between neighborhoods, business districts, 
and other key destinations.” Pedestrian bridges would not be necessary as most intersections 
along Almond Street (BL 81 under the Community Grid Alternative) would be signalized with 
crosswalks and other pedestrian safety amenities, such as median refuge areas and corner 
bump-outs to shorten crossing distances. Moreover, pedestrians generally prefer at grade 
crossings, as they provide a quicker and more direct route. At grade crossings are also highly 
visible, whereas separated crossings can be perceived to have security concerns because 
they are removed from the roadway. For these reasons, even when overpasses are provided, 
many pedestrians continue to cross at grade and need to be accommodated safely. A 
signalized pedestrian crossing would be provided at the intersection of Genesee Street and 
Almond Street. See Appendix A-1, which contains the plans depicting all proposed street 
improvements. A pedestrian bridge to Oakwood Cemetery is not included as part of the 
Project but would not be precluded from future development as a result of this Project. A 
grade separated pedestrian and bicycle crossing along Genesee Street already exists as 
existing I-481 passes over Genesee Street at interchange 3. However, as part of the 
improvements proposed for Interchange 3 (East Genesee Street at the re-routed I-81) under 
the Community Grid Alternative, a new signal would be installed at the southbound I-81 off-
ramp intersection with Genesee Street, which will improve the pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodation on the north side of Genesee Street.  

 What about making modifications to the New York State Thruway (I-90) in association with 
the Project to help alleviate potential traffic impacts and incentivize trucks to use highways 
rather than local routes? Suggested modifications include a new interchange in the 
Chittenango area to provide an additional access point to I-90; toll free sections, such as 
between I-690 (Exit 39) or I-81 (Exit 36) and I-481 (Exit 34A); and a new interchange on this 
toll free segment near Ley Creek to Syracuse Hancock International Airport. What about 
extending I-690 to I-90 in Chittenango? Thruway sound barriers installations are needed to 
protect the immediately adjacent Town of Salina and Village of Liverpool properties. 

 Please see responses to Comments 3-14, 3-15, 3-56 through 3-66, and 4-16 through 4-23 
with respect to proposed improvements along existing I-481 as part of the Community Grid 
Alternative to address projected traffic demand. Modifications to I-90 and its toll structure, as 
well as installation of noise barriers along this roadway, are outside the jurisdiction of 
NYSDOT, as it is owned and operated by the New York State Thruway Authority. The 
extension of I-690 to Chittenango is outside of the scope of this Project. 
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 The City of Syracuse, in collaboration with Onondaga County, the Syracuse City School 
District, and New York State, is planning to transform the currently vacant Central Tech High 
School on East Adams Street into a STEAM school. The I-81 Viaduct Project should include 
a redesign of East Adams Street, using Complete Streets principles, to reduce travel lanes 
and expand sidewalks to provide enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access and safety to the 
new school.  

 NYSDOT intends to collaborate with the City regarding potential improvements to East Adams 
Street that would address these concerns. However, any improvements would be conducted 
as a separate project and, therefore, are not being considered in this DDR/DEIS. The I-81 
Viaduct Project would not preclude any such improvements to East Adams Street.  

 Make the southbound I-81/Hiawatha Boulevard traffic exit to the mall and make a bridge with 
digital kites go over, allowing Onondaga Lake to I-690 traffic to flow around Syracuse. You 
can then do whatever with I-81 including removing it. The bridge would cost a lot less. 

 This proposal is not reasonable as it would likely result in substantial adverse environmental 
effects and additional costs. 

 The No Build Alternative (i.e., repair the existing viaduct) is the best alternative because the 
existing structure would not need to be replaced or removed, would maintain the viaduct at a 
reduced cost, and avoid property impacts.  

 As the facility continues to deteriorate, the level of effort and associated costs required to 
maintain the safety of the roadway would increase. Over time, substantial maintenance costs 
would make continued operation unreasonable and justify the viaduct’s replacement, or 
removal with vehicular capacity otherwise accommodated, as a more cost effective long-term 
solution. The No Build Alternative would not meet the Project’s purpose or objectives (see 
Section 1.1), nor would it address the identified transportation needs (see Section 1.4). 
However, the National Environmental Policy Act requires the evaluation of a No Build 
Alternative, which serves as the baseline to which the other alternatives are compared. 

 Part of the current problems with I-81 relate to the lack of shoulders on the viaduct through 
Downtown Syracuse. 

 Comment noted.  

 NYSDOT’s efforts to remove the additional southbound lane originally proposed for the project 
between I-690 and Hiawatha Boulevard is appreciated. In the current plans proposed by the 
preliminary DEIS (April 2019), it appears that the fourth lane northbound is necessary to allow 
the two-lane connection between I-690 and BL 81 to merge with the multilane on-ramp at 
Pearl Street with minimal conflicts. This should be an option of last resort and NYSDOT is 
requested to complete a Congestion Management Plan for the project to understand how to 
decrease demand on the BL 81 corridor north of 690. The preliminary DEIS states this plan 
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is required in metropolitan areas with populations exceeding 200,000 (Pg. 5-8). While the 
PDEIS is correct in stating Syracuse’s population is below 200,000, the metropolitan area’s 
population is over 650,000. 

If the plan indicates a need to create this additional lane, we recommend that NYSDOT: 

• Advocate for the elimination of Thruway tolls as a way to decrease traffic on I-690 and 
demand along BL 81 corridor north of I-690.  

• Financially support bus rapid transit (BRT) on Northside (i.e. along North Salina Street, 
etc.) as a part of the I-81 project, helping to implement the SMART 1 plan in advance of 
construction.  

• Explore designating the fourth lane as a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane to encourage 
car-pooling as a way to decrease traffic volumes.  

• Develop improvements for North State and North Salina Streets that enhance 
economic/community development in these corridors.  

 As described in Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS, the northbound segment of the highway 
would be widened to provide four through lanes to improve capacity and traffic operations; 
the southbound section would be maintained with three lanes. Several non-standard highway 
features, such as narrow shoulders, tight curves, and reduced sight distance, also would be 
corrected. The fourth northbound lane is required to meet the operational and safety needs 
of the existing and 2056 projected traffic volumes. Regarding the other recommendations:  

• NYSDOT does not perform project-level CMPs. However, the Syracuse Metropolitan 
Transportation Council identifies regionally significant projects that could affect the CMP 
network, including I-81. The Project includes several recommendations in the CMP, 
including transportation systems management strategies that focus on improving 
operations, such as signal optimization and coordination, new signal installation, 
intersection improvements such as addition of turn lanes, reduction of merges and 
weaves, etc.  

• Modifications to I-90’s toll structure are outside the NYSDOT’s jurisdiction. The New York 
State Thruway Authority, which owns and operates I-90, would need to advance any 
change in tolling schedules to I-90. 

• See response to Comment 5-17 regarding transit. 
• The limited length of the fourth northbound lane and lack of logical origination/destination 

points preclude the ability for consideration as an HOV lane. Additionally, an HOV lane 
would require a buffer area separating the HOV lane from the non-HOV lanes, requiring 
further widening and causing additional right-of-way impacts.  

• The Project includes improvements to the portions of city streets that it would affect, 
including North State Street between Water Street and James Street; North State Street 
between Salina Street and just north of Ash Street; and Salina Street between Herald 
Place and North State Street. 

 Design the new bridges linking Northside and Franklin Square/Inner Harbor to provide more 
pedestrian-friendly experience, such as the bridges being built in Columbus, OH as part of 
the 70/71 Columbus Crossroads project.  
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 All of the replacement bridges linking the Northside and Franklin Square/Inner Harbor 
neighborhoods that would be replaced as part of this Project would include enhanced 
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations. The Butternut Street bridge would include sidewalks 
on both sides as well as bicycle lanes that would extend east on Butternut Street to Salina 
Street and west to Franklin Street. The proposed Spencer Street bridge section would include 
a six-foot-wide bike lane adjacent to the travel lanes and six-foot wide sidewalks on both sides 
of the street. The proposed Court Street bridge section would include six-foot-wide shoulders 
adjacent to the travel lanes to facilitate bicycle use and five-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides 
of the street. The proposed Bear Street bridge section would include six-foot wide shoulders 
adjacent to the travel lanes to facilitate bicycle use and five-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides 
of the street. See Sections 3.4, 5.5.2, and 5.6.2 and Appendix A-1 of this DDR/DEIS for 
additional information regarding bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. 

 What is the elevation of the new Butternut Street bridge? Does it change from the existing 
bridge elevation in order to accommodate the fourth lane?  

 The elevation of the replacement Butternut Street bridge on the east side of BL 81 would be 
close to the existing bridge’s elevation (approximately 418 feet). The elevation of the 
replacement bridge on the west side of BL 81 would be approximately seven feet higher than 
that of the existing bridge (approximate elevation of 425 feet). The higher elevation of the 
proposed bridge is not driven by the fourth northbound lane, but rather by the new southbound 
exit ramp to Clinton Street and Oswego Boulevard that must pass under Butternut Street (see 
Appendix A-1 of this DDR/DEIS).  

 To help the public to understand better, it would be helpful to have views of the Butternut 
Street bridge from the highway as well as of the area showing the interchange between BL 
81 and 690. If these views could be grade-level, it would help to communicate the experience 
of being in this space as a pedestrian, cyclist, and driver.  

 Comment noted. 

 The intersection of Court and Clinton today is dangerous due to the topography and the angle 
Court crosses Clinton. This intersection should be redesigned regardless of the realignment 
of the Court Street bridge. This could be an excellent location to consider a roundabout. 

 The Project would improve the existing Court Street/North Clinton Street intersection and add 
a sidewalk to both sides of existing Court Street and both sides on North Clinton Street. With 
the addition of the sidewalks, sidewalk buffers, and grading behind the sidewalks, sight lines 
would be improved to meet design standards (See Appendix A-1 for further information). A 
roundabout could be considered at this location during final design. 

 The new proposed location of the northbound exit for Court Street is mid-block on Sunset 
Avenue, a residential street, which moves it farther from the North Salina business district. 
Understanding this move is to provide a longer off-ramp from the highway, the connection to 
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Sunset should remain at the Danforth to keep exiting traffic as close to the historic North 
Salina/Little Italy business district as possible. NYSDOT should investigate creating the 
lengthened off-ramp by moving the BL 81 entrance to it further south toward Spencer Street 
while also minimizing the curves along this section of BL 81.  

 Recognizing that terminating freeway ramps in the middle of a residential city street is 
undesirable, NYSDOT conducted additional engineering evaluation and developed a solution 
that would relocate the ramps to connect directly to Bear Street. The existing ramps 
connecting to Sunset would be removed. The proposed relocation of the ramps to Bear Street 
would result in reduced truck traffic on Court Street and Sunset Avenue, as trucks traveling 
eastbound on Bear Street would be able to turn left from Bear Street to access northbound 
BL 81. Trucks would no longer need to travel south on North Clinton Street, east on Court 
Street, and north on Sunset Avenue to access northbound BL 81, as they currently do. 

 The boards show the section of North Clinton Street with 12-foot wide travel lanes, 9-foot wide 
parking lanes, shoulders (understood to be 1-foot wide), and width for the centerline. This 
ultimately creates wider travel lanes, especially if the line striping wears off and is not 
repainted. One of the stated goals of the project is to maintain or enhance vehicular, 
pedestrian, and bicycle connections in the local street network, allowing for connectivity 
between neighborhoods, etc. Wider lanes encourage cars to drive faster, creating what are 
effectively wide lanes from the start, which is problematic. NYSDOT is encouraged to follow 
context sensitive design principles and use narrower lane widths on local streets such as 
North Clinton.  

 North Clinton Street is classified as an Urban Minor Arterial and the design criteria for this 
roadway type are listed in Appendix C-6. The segment of North Clinton between Butternut 
Street and Spencer Street is designated as part of the City bicycle network. The minimum 
lane width for a shared bicycle facility is 13 feet and the plans for this segment (refer to 
Appendix A-1) show a curb-to-curb width of 26 feet, meeting the minimum criteria. North of 
Spencer Street, North Clinton Street is not part of the bicycle network, so a lane width of 
12 feet (24 feet curb to curb) is proposed. The design criteria for this section call for a 
minimum 11-foot lane width but a 12-foot width is desired. Additionally, the City standard calls 
for a minimum lane width of 12 feet when adjacent to a curb. Since this will remain a city 
street, a lane width of 12 feet (24 feet curb to curb) was proposed in the design. The design 
criteria also call for a minimum parking lane width of eight feet, which is reflected in the plans. 
No additional width was allocated for the width of the centerline or for shoulders.  

 Is the intersection of North Clinton and Butternut/Franklin Street proposed to have a traffic 
light?  

 As shown in the plans in Appendix A-1, new signals would be installed at the North Clinton 
Street/Butternut Street intersection and at the Butternut Street/North Franklin Street 
intersection. 
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 Concern has been expressed about the impacts of the new Crouse/Irving interchange on the 
Hawley Green neighborhood. It is probable that employees of St. Joseph’s Health will use 
this exit from the eastern suburbs to get to/from the hospital. What are the impacts NYSDOT 
is anticipating on neighborhood streets and intersections? Are there problem intersections 
that may result as traffic patterns change in this neighborhood? Some may include Lodi and 
Crouse, Burnet and Crouse, and Burnet and Catherine, but there could be others as well.  

 Based on the Project’s traffic analyses, traffic volumes are not expected to increase 
substantially in the Hawley Green neighborhood as a result of the I-690 interchange at Crouse 
and Irving Avenues proposed under the Community Grid Alternative. The majority of traffic 
exiting westbound I-690 would be destined to locations south of I-690, such as University Hill 
and Downtown. NYSDOT has identified all streets that would be impacted by the Project and 
included appropriate traffic mitigation and improvements where warranted. Proposed 
modifications to the intersection of Burnet Avenue and Crouse Avenue would facilitate an 
anticipated increase in turning traffic to and from the I-690 interchange. Apart from this 
intersection, changes in the Hawley Green neighborhood are not warranted or required to 
meet the needs and objectives of the Project. 

 The Community Grid Alternative shows I-690 being moved south away from the former train 
station platform, with a small area of greenspace being created in front of the platform. With 
this change, the train station building may offer a unique economic development opportunity 
for a property that has struggled to secure a tenant. The I-81 Community Grid project presents 
the prospect of positioning this building for investment by making thoughtful design choices 
about how the green space between it and 690 is developed. Perhaps it could be designed 
in a way that celebrates/highlights the railroad history of this space preceding the 
development of the highway.  

 Comment noted.  

 Is it possible to extend Irving Avenue through to Burnet Avenue? This would break up the long 
block between Catherine and Crouse, creating a more direct route to University Hill from 
Hawley Green, a place where graduate students and others chose to live.  

 The concept of extending Irving Avenue to Burnet Avenue was considered during the design 
development of the interchange at Crouse and Irving Avenues but was dismissed due to 
engineering and connectivity considerations. Reasons for dismissal include: the section 
between Erie Boulevard and Burnet Avenue could only be one-way northbound (a 
southbound lane would not be feasible due to the ramps to and from the west); adding a 
northbound connection would require an intersection with the eastbound on-ramp from 
Crouse Avenue, which would create too many closely spaced intersections for the traffic to 
flow efficiently; headlights from northbound Irving Avenue could negatively impact the existing 
residential properties on the north side of Burnet Avenue; the distance between an Irving 
Avenue/ Burnet Avenue intersection and a Crouse Avenue/Burnet Avenue intersection would 
be less than 400 feet; and finally, studies determined that a connection from Irving Avenue to 
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Burnet Avenue would see little usage since Irving Avenue would only extend one additional 
block, forming a T-intersection at Burnet Avenue. This connection would provide less 
connectivity to the surrounding street grid compared with adjacent options of Crouse Avenue 
to the east and Almond Street to the west.  

 Both Crouse and Irving (should the extension to Burnet be possible) should have enhanced 
pedestrian crossing facilities at what will inevitably be intersections with higher traffic volumes.  

 As noted in the response to Comment 3-160, the concept of extending Irving Avenue to 
Burnet Avenue was considered and dismissed in the initial development of the Crouse/Irving 
interchange. However, in the proposed design, Crouse Avenue would extend to Burnet 
Avenue, and pedestrian facilities are placed on the west side of Crouse Avenue and improved. 
It was decided to not accommodate pedestrians on the east side of Crouse Avenue between 
Erie Boulevard and Burnet Avenue due to pedestrian safety concerns at the ramp 
intersections. In addition, a pedestrian crossing at Irving Avenue would have low utility given 
the limited connections to trip generators to the north. 

 The efforts to create this park near Northside/Franklin Square would be better served 
improving the pedestrian experience along Lodi, Hiawatha, and Bear Streets in this area. A 
dedicated pedestrian bridge along Hiawatha should be considered to allow neighborhood 
residents walking to the mall a more safe access route.  

 Pedestrian improvements to provide or upgrade connections and safety in this area have been 
incorporated into the Project. The proposed design would provide safe pedestrian passage 
between the Northside and Lakeside/Inner Harbor by creating new sidewalks along Lodi 
Street and Bear Street to provide access to sidewalks on the new Bear Street bridge and the 
sidewalks on the south side of the existing Hiawatha Street bridge. Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA)-accessible crossings and curb ramps also would be provided to support these 
connections.  

 There is potential for creating opportunities for economic development along the North State, 
North Salina, and Bear Street corridors. NYSDOT should consider making upgrades to all of 
these corridors similar to those proposed along North Clinton Street (street trees, sidewalks, 
parking, curbs, etc.). These improvements will help bolster the Community Grid on the 
Northside, in particular the North State Street and northern end of Lodi, which have the 
opportunity to serve as additional routes to direct northbound traffic to the Court and Hiawatha 
on-ramps in the event of an accident or other backup on northbound BL 81.  

 Improvements to the Bear Street corridor have been integrated into the Project and include 
repaving Bear Street between I-690 and Lodi Street, adding sidewalks to both sides of Bear 
Street between Van Rensselaer Street and Lodi Street (the existing sidewalks on the bridge 
over Onondaga Creek would remain), including a connection to the Empire State Trail on the 
north side of Bear Street (between Van Rensselaer Street and the Creekwalk), and numerous 
safety and traffic signal improvements. In addition, the Project also includes improvements to 
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portions of City streets impacted by the project, including North State Street between Water 
Street and James Street, North State Street between Salina Street and just north of Ash 
Street, and Salina Street between Herald Place and North State Street. 

 The Bear Street bridge over Onondaga Creek should be considered to create a better 
connection to the Onondaga Creekwalk, and Spencer Street should be designed to 
encourage pedestrian and bicycle connection between the Creekwalk and the Northside.  

 As noted in the response to Comment 3-163, the Project would add a new trail connection 
on the north side of Bear Street between Van Rensselaer Street and the Creekwalk. In 
addition, the separate Empire State Trail project, currently under construction, is adding a 
new trail connection on the south side of Bear Street between Van Rensselaer Street and the 
Creekwalk. On Spencer Street/Catawba Street, the Project includes improvements to both 
pedestrian and bicycle accommodation between North Clinton Street and Salina Street that 
would connect to the existing facilities on Spencer Street between Solar Street and the 
Creekwalk. 

 What is the volume of truck traffic that NYSDOT projects Bear Street to experience with the 
Community Grid Alternative?  

 Based on current opening year (2026) projections for the Community Grid Alternative, the 
section of Bear Street west of BL 81 would serve approximately 600 trucks per day (including 
Medium and Heavy truck classifications). 

 There is a great opportunity for the exit ramps into the Northside and Franklin Square areas 
to create attractive gateways, or a sense of arrival, to the neighborhoods and the city. These 
could include unique aesthetic design (sculptural) elements and/or traffic infrastructure 
features such as roundabouts.  

 Planned improvements in this area include street, curb, and sidewalk improvements; bike 
facilities; and street trees. The existing brick Franklin Square sign wall and pylons at the 
Franklin Street/Butternut Street intersection would remain. Potential gateways are discussed 
in Sections 5.5.4 and 5.6.4 of this DDR/DEIS.  

 Bridge designs can also create gateway elements between neighborhoods. One way this can 
be accomplished is by installing wider sidewalks containing planting beds, decorative lighting, 
etc. These elements also help create a better pedestrian experience, making longer bridges 
such as the Butternut Street bridge feel like a shorter distance than they actually are. One 
example of this is the East Broad Street and Front Street bridges proposed in Columbus, OH, 
part of the 70/71 Columbus Crossroads project. It would be a great enhancement for NYSDOT 
to design similar bridges linking the Northside to Franklin Square. Similar design sensitivities 
should be applied to the underpasses between neighborhoods (i.e. Salina, Pearl, State, 
Townsend, McBride, Almond/Catherine, Crouse, and Lodi).  
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 Aesthetic treatments for bridges would be developed in final design. NYSDOT is committed 
to including aesthetic features on the I-690 bridges Downtown, as well as the five bridges 
over BL 81 (Bear Street, Court Street, Spencer Street, Butternut Street, and New York, 
Susquehanna and Western Railway).   

 The removal of the Butternut Street/North State Street on-ramp to BL 81 creates the possibility 
of freeing up land for development at that intersection. NYSDOT should work with the city to 
develop a plan for returning this land to be used for neighborhood development including, but 
not limited to, new mixed-use, mixed income development, parking, gateway features, etc.   

Upon the completion of construction of the Community Grid Alternative, NYSDOT may be 
able to dispose of surplus transportation right-of-way in the Central Study Area in accordance 
with Federal and State law or the Contractor may sell staging sites. In total, implementation 
of the Community Grid Alternative could result in approximately 10 to 12.5 acres of property, 
depending on how much land would be needed to accommodate the highway, sidewalk, 
shared use (bicycle and pedestrian) path, and other transportation features (see Figure 6-2-
1-12). NYSDOT will determine the size and location of the surplus transportation right-of-way 
parcels once construction is complete. The potential surplus transportation right-of-way would 
include a 1.0- to 1.5-acre parcel parcel north of Butternut Street between BL 81 and State 
Street where the existing northbound I-81 entrance ramp from Butternut Street would be 
removed. NYSDOT will form a land use working group consisting of representatives from the 
city, the city’s school district, economic development and economic opportunity organizations, 
the business community, environmental justice communities, neighborhood residents, and 
other organizations and stakeholders as appropriate to provide input to NYSDOT in 
establishing a framework for the non-transportation use of each potential surplus parcel. 
Further details about the formation of and participation in this working group will be presented 
during continued project public involvement activities.  

4 TRANSPORTATION  

 The Community Grid Alternative would increase travel distances and travel times by re-
routing I-81. What factors were considered and what travel volumes did NYSDOT use when 
calculating travel times out to 2050?  

 As discussed in Section 5.6.1 of this DDR/DEIS, NYSDOT used industry standard traffic 
engineering and modeling methodologies to evaluate travel times for the Community Grid 
Alternative. Travel volumes were developed for highway segments throughout the Project 
Area and for more than 290 intersections in the Project Area. Existing traffic volumes were 
developed from the Project’s data collection program, which included 24-hour automatic traffic 
recorder and turning movement counts. Available data previously assembled by Syracuse 
Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) and NYSDOT for the I-81 Corridor Study also 
were used for the Project’s traffic analyses. The primary tool used for forecasting future year 
traffic volumes was the SMTC regional travel demand model, which predicts traffic volumes 
as a result of the anticipated changes in land use, population, economic activity, and the 
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transportation system. Travel time projections for 2026 and 2056 were developed using the 
traffic simulation software program VISSIM, which simulates traffic flow. VISSIM was used to 
compute the average travel time for all vehicles that traveled within a defined segment for a 
defined period. 

 Non-peak conditions should also be analyzed since travel times would vary more drastically 
between the Community Grid and Viaduct Alternatives.  

 Conditions during the AM and PM peak commuter periods were analyzed, since these 
conditions represent the worst-case conditions. Since both the Community Grid and Viaduct 
Alternatives would result in little congestion during the peak hours, the travel times would be 
expected to be slightly shorter during the off peak periods but comparable to peak hour travel 
times (in both cases). For further discussion, see Sections 5.5.1 and 5.6.1 of this DDR/DEIS. 

 NYSDOT’s estimated future travel times are included in the DDR/DEIS. The change in 
commute suggests only minor increases. However, when you look at the AM and PM 
commute times between the eastern suburbs and Downtown as a percentage of base time 
relative to miles traveled, the increase is substantial. Travel times from the western suburbs 
to the south would also increase. 

 The change in travel time between various origins and destinations would vary—some would 
increase, some would decrease, and others would remain essentially unchanged. The largest 
projected travel time increases would be approximately five or six minutes and would mostly 
involve trips to and from areas south of Syracuse. As discussed in Section 5.6.1 of this 
DDR/DEIS and as shown in Table 8-2, the trips between the majority of origins and 
destinations (60 to 70 percent) would experience either no change or a decrease in travel 
time under the Community Grid Alternative compared with the No Build Alternative in the 2056 
analysis year. Travel times between most of the other origins and destinations would increase 
by one or two minutes. Fewer than 10 percent of motorists would experience travel time 
increases greater than three minutes.  

Under both the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives, the reliability of the transportation 
system would be greatly improved, as substandard highway features in Downtown Syracuse 
would be addressed (lack of standard shoulders, exits that are too close to one another, 
insufficient acceleration/deceleration lengths, etc.). Commuters traveling from the eastern 
suburbs to Downtown Syracuse under the Community Grid Alternative would not experience 
a substantial increase in travel distance, as they would generally travel on I-690 (which would 
be fully reconstructed from the West Street interchange to Beech Street) to destinations 
Downtown. As shown in Table 8-2, travel times from the eastern suburbs 
(Fayetteville/Manlius) to Downtown areas would decrease by an estimated two minutes in the 
2056 AM peak hour compared with the No Build Alternative. Travel times from Downtown to 
the eastern suburbs during the 2056 PM peak would decrease by an estimated four minutes 
compared with the No Build Alternative in the 2056 PM peak hour, as a result of improvements 
that would be made at Interchange 3 on the current I-481 (future I-81). 
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 Provide travel times for various scenarios to, from, and through Syracuse under each 
alternative.  

 Travel times to and from 10 locations in the City of Syracuse and surrounding suburbs are 
shown in Table 8-2.  

 It is unclear why the travel times shown previously have changed.  

 Travel times presented during public meetings in 2016 differ from those presented in this 
DDR/DEIS (see Table 8-2) due to several refinements in the design of the Project 
alternatives. It should also be noted that the design year was changed from 2050 to 2056. 

 With the Community Grid Alternative, NYSDOT’s estimated future travel times do not account 
for frequent poor weather conditions, which will magnify time delays. With the addition of 
traffic signals along BL 81 through Downtown Syracuse, there will be an amplification of traffic 
congestion during winter weather as compared with the viaduct.  

 Travel time forecasts assumed normal weather conditions.  

 The DDR/DEIS should evaluate travel times during the construction period. 

 A construction period Level of Service analysis was prepared (see Sections 5.5.1 and 5.6.1), 
including travel time estimates during select phases of construction (refer to Table 5-32 for 
the Viaduct Alternative and Table 5-58 for the Community Grid Alternative). Additional 
analyses of construction traffic would be prepared for the Selected Alternative in final design. 

 With the Community Grid Alternative, traffic on these City streets will increase and conditions 
will worsen: streets surrounding the Dr. King Elementary School (where speeds will also 
worsen); Erie Boulevard; Madison Street between Irving Avenue and Almond Street 
(worsened congestion); James Street navigating to the Pearl Street entrance ramp to BL 81; 
new Pearl Street entrance ramp; Jamesville Avenue/Comstock Avenue; Brighton Avenue; 
Clinton Street with the removal of Salina Street and Franklin Street exits coming from the 
north; North Townsend Street north of Butternut Street.  

 While traffic volumes would increase on local streets in the Downtown and University Hill 
areas as a result of the Community Grid Alternative, all but three of the more than 290 analysis 
locations in these areas would operate acceptably (at Level of Service D or better) upon 
completion of the Project (see Section 5.6.1). This is because improvements to increase 
capacity—in the form of additional roadways and intersections, widening of existing 
roadways, and the signalization of stop-controlled intersections—would be provided as 
appropriate to accommodate anticipated increases in traffic. At locations where physical 
capacity increases are not proposed, signal timing would be adjusted to improve traffic flows 
and maintain adequate operations. As a result of the targeted improvements, the number of 
locations operating at unacceptable Level of Service (defined as Level of Service E or F) 
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would be reduced compared with the No Build Alternative, indicating an overall improvement 
in traffic operations and a lessening of congestion.  

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, additional traffic would exit on Crouse and Irving 
Avenues, where a new I-690 interchange would be built, hindering emergency service 
response times at these exits. 

 Section 5.6.1 and Table 8-2 show that under the Community Grid Alternative, travel times to 
University Hill from origins throughout Onondaga County would be generally the same as or 
less than under the No Build Alternative. This is due to the elimination of heavily congested 
portions of I-81 and additional accessibility to the area resulting from the construction of a 
new interchange on I-690 at Crouse Avenue and Irving Avenue. As such, emergency 
response times would not be hindered as a result of the Community Grid Alternative. 

 Syracuse University traffic congestion would increase, particularly during major events, and 
the removal of Renwick Avenue access to Van Buren Street would reduce options for Dome 
traffic. 

 As discussed in Section 5.6.1, total trips to and from Syracuse University and Dome events 
would be similar under the No Build and Community Grid Alternatives. Delays experienced at 
the conclusion of special events are largely associated with bottlenecks formed at the exit 
points at event parking facilities due to internal circulation within the parking facilities and the 
intersections at major exit points. Current delays at sporting events would be similar under 
the Community Grid Alternative because the Project does not propose altering parking access 
points or the internal circulation within the major parking facilities. Under the Community Grid 
Alternative, Renwick Avenue would be removed in name only. In actuality, this two-lane street 
would be replaced by a four-lane street (BL 81), and the intersection between BL 81 and Van 
Buren Street would be greatly improved, including the addition of a traffic signal that would 
improve traffic operations. In addition, a new exit ramp from northbound BL 81 at Colvin Street 
has been added to the Community Grid Alternative, which would further improve 
accommodations for special event traffic during major Dome events.  

 Detour options would be limited if City streets have to be closed for events, maintenance, or 
emergencies.  

 Detours due to closures on the local street network are typically limited to adjacent or parallel 
local street paths and would not encourage traffic to utilize freeways for short local detours. 
As a result, the Community Grid Alternative would offer flexibility in detour options, given the 
availability of local street alternatives (see Section 5.6.1).  

 BL 81, proposed under the Community Grid Alternative, would encourage through-traffic, 
resulting in high traffic volumes and undermining a safe walkable cityscape.  



I-81 Viaduct Project 
Appendix M: Responses to Comments  

 

 79  

 While traffic volumes would increase on some local streets in Syracuse under the Community 
Grid Alternative, no adverse effects on pedestrian circulation were identified within this 
DDR/DEIS (see Section 5.6.2). In addition, the Community Grid Alternative would provide 
new crosswalks, sidewalks, and enhanced pedestrian amenities throughout the Project Area, 
which would substantially improve conditions for pedestrians over current conditions, 
especially along Almond Street (also see response to Comment 4-13).  

 With the Community Grid Alternative, conditions for pedestrians on local streets would 
worsen, and there is the potential for increased vehicle and pedestrian accidents. The width 
of Almond Street is also a concern for pedestrians, particularly the elderly and children. 
Accommodations and mobility for individuals with disabilities must be in place.  

 A pedestrian analysis conducted for the Community Grid Alternative did not identify a 
worsening of pedestrian circulation along Almond Street (refer to Section 5.6.2). 
Improvements would be made to Almond Street and other local streets in the Central Study 
Area to enhance pedestrian safety and connectivity. These include distinctive pavement 
markings, materials, and/or color to define space for bicyclists and pedestrians and promote 
driver awareness; signals to facilitate pedestrian crossings; bollards and pedestrian refuge 
islands to provide safe refuge for pedestrians; and “bump-outs,” or extensions, of the sidewalk 
corners, to narrow roadway crossing distance for pedestrians. As shown on the plans in 
Appendix A-1, bump-outs would be provided on all intersections along Almond Street with 
the exception of Catherine Street at Burnet Avenue, Almond Street at Erie Boulevard, 
Harrison Street, Adams Street, Burt Street, Van Buren Street, and Renwick Avenue at 
Fineview Place and MLK, Jr. East. Streets would be designed to meet Public Rights-of-Way 
Accessibility Guidelines and other applicable accessibility and safety requirements, as well 
as to be in compliance with New York State’s Complete Streets requirements. 

 Conduct a study to determine if the Community Grid will remain a major roadway near MLK, 
Jr. East, defined as one used by 30,000 cars or more daily. The Community Grid Alternative 
would result in high traffic speeds and truck traffic on Almond Street. Trucks will need to use 
City streets, which are not equipped for truck traffic, to access construction sites.  

 A detailed assessment of future traffic volumes and operational conditions is provided in 
Chapter 5, Transportation and Engineering Considerations of the DDR/DEIS. Almond 
Street/BL 81 would be classified as an Urban Principal Arterial based on the NYSDOT 
Functional Classification System. SMTC’s regional transportation model shows that the 
segment of BL 81 south of MLK, Jr. East would carry about 36,900 vehicles daily in 2026 and 
38,200 vehicles in 2056; the segment north of MLK, Jr. East would carry 33,300 vehicles daily 
in 2026 and 34,400 vehicles in 2056. Peak hour traffic volumes for the Community Grid 
Alternative are shown in Section 5.6.1. 

The Community Grid Alternative is designed to accommodate the anticipated volume of 
trucks. BL 81 would be designated as a Qualifying Highway and designed to handle buses, 
recreational vehicles, and trucks, including large, heavy vehicles with a width limit of 102 
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inches. As a Qualifying Highway, BL 81 would include appropriate horizontal and vertical 
alignments, lane widths (12 feet wide), turning radii, sight distance, and auxiliary lanes with 
acceleration/deceleration lanes of sufficient length and storage to accommodate these 
vehicles (see Design Criteria Tables in Appendix C-6 for more information about design 
characteristics). For example, all City street intersections would be designed to allow buses 
and SU-30 (single unit with three axles) trucks to turn at them, and highway ramps would be 
designed to accommodate WB-67 (53-foot tractor trailer) trucks. Under the Community Grid 
Alternative, Qualifying Highways, including BL 81, interstate system roadways, and 
designated truck access routes, including local roadways, would change from the existing 
condition. These changes are identified in the Designation/De-designation Package 
(contained in Appendix B-5). Almond Street would have a posted speed limit of 30 mph. The 
proposed roadside treatments, on-street parking, and signal timing progression would 
reinforce safe driving habits. 

 Save81 commissioned traffic studies by Maser Consulting (December 2016) and Spectra 
Engineering, Architecture and Surveying, P.C. (July 2017), which concluded the Community 
Grid Alternative would not function adequately from a traffic perspective. Parametrix has also 
been retained to review traffic impact studies for the I-81 Viaduct Project.  

 Refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix C of this DDR/DEIS, which includes detailed traffic data 
and other information pertinent to the traffic assessment. As described in this DDR/DEIS, the 
Community Grid Alternative would adequately address traffic demand.  

 Rerouting I-81 along I-481 will increase traffic. I-481 is already heavily congested and does 
not have the capacity for additional traffic. Even with the proposed improvements, capacity 
would not be enough. 

 Extensive traffic analyses have been conducted that demonstrate the Community Grid 
Alternative would accommodate projected traffic volumes (see Section 5.6.1). A number of 
improvements are proposed to the re-routed I-81 (existing I-481) between and including 
Interchanges 3 through 6 (see response to Comments 3-14, 3-15, 3-56 through 3-66, and 
Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS for further description). Included in those re-routed I-81 
improvements are highway expansions from two to three lanes in each direction in areas that 
would benefit from additional capacity. 

 Additional traffic on the new I-81 (existing I-481) will lead to more accidents and more vehicle-
deer collisions.  

 Refer to Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS for detailed information pertaining to the proposed 
improvements along the I-481 corridor. These improvements are designed to minimize the 
number of non-standard features and correct existing conditions that are known to contribute 
to accidents. Consistent with its standard practice, NYSDOT would add deer warning signs, 
if and where appropriate. 
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 Traffic will divert on other roadways and result in traffic impacts, such as along I-690, Route 
5, Route 173, and local streets.  

 Traffic volume shifts would be most pronounced in the Central Study Area on north-south 
routes parallel to the I-81 viaduct and on I-481 (see Section 5.6.1). Capacity-increasing 
improvements in the form of additional roadways and intersections, widening of existing 
roadways, and the signalization of stop-controlled intersections are provided where 
appropriate to accommodate anticipated increases in traffic. Substantial improvements are 
proposed on New York State Route 5 and I-690 to accommodate anticipated changes in travel 
patterns. Minor traffic diversions would take place on other routes, such as Route 173. 

 If parts of the new grid or the re-routed I-81 closed due to an accident or other emergency, 
there would be fewer options for detours.  

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, BL 81 would still follow the existing I-81 alignment 
through Syracuse, providing alternate routes for daily travelers as well as during scheduled 
or emergency detours. Currently, if there is an incident on I-81, traffic has no available options 
other than the existing exit ramps, so traffic congestion ensues. Under the Community Grid 
Alternative, if there is an accident at Harrison Street, a driver has the option to turn onto any 
one of the other east-west streets and use an alternate route. In addition, the Project includes 
Intelligent Transportation Systems elements that could be used for incident management. 

 Designate I-690 as I-81 rather than I-481 since it already has three travel lanes and more 
capacity.  

 I-481 is proposed to be re-designated as I-81 since it is situated parallel to I-81 and terminates 
at I-81 at both ends in such a manner as to provide the most direct potential alternative travel 
path through the region. Additional lanes on I-481 would be provided where needed (see 
Section 3.4.3).  

 Prior to a final decision, I-81 through Syracuse should be closed in order to observe traffic 
conditions on I-481 with re-routed traffic.  

 Accepted traffic modeling tools were used to assess future conditions. Closure of I-81 to 
assess potential future traffic conditions along I-481 is not required, and would not provide a 
realistic representation of future traffic conditions, since other Project components (e.g., BL 
81) would not be in place. Refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix C-2 for a description of the traffic 
analysis methodology and results. 

 Traffic from the State fair and areas to the west of Syracuse would need to take a more 
circuitous route and further congest roadways.  

 From the east, west, and north, there would be no change in access to the New York State 
Fairgrounds. From the south, drivers could use BL 81 or new I-81 to I-690. The Project 
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alternatives were designed and tested to handle peak hour traffic volumes during the highest 
travel season. With regard to traffic associated with the State Fair, the fair takes place during 
the late summer, which is a lower traffic season overall. Refer to the traffic volume maps in 
Appendix C-3. 

 Re-routing I-81 would result in additional trucks using roadways through the Finger Lakes 
region, including through Skaneateles and Aurora, to travel to and from the west of Syracuse. 
Existing truck traffic in this area is already a problem, as it increases wear and tear on 
roadways, poses environmental risks due to potential spills and emissions, and has resulted 
in damage to municipal infrastructure (such as water mains) within the roadway. Have studies 
regarding trucks in this region been prepared and if so could they be provided? What about 
incentivizing truckers to use the re-designated I-81 (existing I-481) by means of a related toll 
monitored by transponders like EZ pass? This could be in the form of an escrow payment 
made in the hauler’s contract that is related to hauler and driver when they use the highway 
instead of the community grid or Route 20. 

 Local routes through the Finger Lakes region have requirements for overweight or oversized 
permitting for truck traffic overseen by the local roadway jurisdictions, and those restrictions 
would not be altered as part of the Project. As discussed in Section 5.6.1 of this DDR/DEIS 
and as shown in Tables 5-52 and 5-53, using results of the regional model, a comparison of 
traffic exiting I-81 at New York State Route 20 with the Community Grid Alternative versus 
the No Build Alternative indicated a negligible number of traffic diversions along this route. 
NYSDOT encourages large trucks to use interstate highways as they are better suited for 
carrying trucks than Route 20.  

 In addition to dispersing traffic over multiple streets, NYSDOT should look at the width and 
uses of nearby side streets within the Project Area to identify where sufficient side streets 
exist and whether the width of side streets would be sufficient to accommodate new, 
anticipated cars. If necessary, NYSDOT should remain open to the possibility of expanding 
the Project Area boundaries to ensure a comprehensive transportation network is being 
developed rather than solely looking at streets within a pre-defined geography. This will also 
help to provide additional access points to Downtown.  

 NYSDOT has actively sought and capitalized on opportunities to enhance the alternatives to 
improve access to major activity centers where possible. This has resulted in the inclusion of 
design features encompassing a broad geographic area that encapsulates the majority of the 
settled area in Onondaga County (see Section 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS). The 
Project has identified all streets that would be impacted by the Project and the Viaduct and 
Community Grid Alternatives and includes appropriate mitigation and improvements where 
warranted (see Section 2.2 of Appendix C-2). 

 According to the DDR/DEIS, there is one traffic signal located at the West Street interchange. 
Given the significant number of cars currently existing from the west, we believe that 
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additional consideration is needed to determine if the timing surrounding the one traffic signal 
at West Street will be a concern in moving cars through that intersection.  

 As analyzed, the West Street traffic signal would operate adequately to accommodate 
anticipated traffic demand. The West Street signal would be coordinated with adjacent 
signals. Refer to Sections 5.5.1 and 5.6.1 for the traffic analysis results. 

 I-481 is underutilized and has the capacity to accommodate additional traffic. 

 Generally, I-481 is under capacity; however, to ensure that it continues to operate safely and 
efficiently with additional traffic diverted from I-81, NYSDOT is proposing improvements at 
several locations, as described in Section 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS.  

 The Community Grid Alternative must maintain access to the parking garages that serve the 
hospitals. 

 The Community Grid Alternative would not alter access to parking facilities associated with 
the hospitals.  

 Consider adding new street parking as part of the Community Grid Alternative. 

 As described in Section 5.6.1, the Community Grid Alternative includes new on-street 
parking.  

 There is the potential for impacts to Dr. King Elementary School with the Community Grid 
Alternative, during construction and once the Project is complete, including from the proposed 
entrance/exit ramp and roundabout near the school. What about moving the roundabout 
farther south to create a normal entrance from the west and moving I-81 or BL 81 farther east 
from the school? Additional information on proposed mitigation for the Project is needed. 

Can the first intersection for BL 81 be created in much closer proximity to the southern 
interchange?  

 This DDR/DEIS discloses the full range of potential effects of the Community Grid Alternative’s 
construction and operation on the Dr. King Elementary School. NYSDOT is committed to 
mitigating the potential construction effects of the I-81 Viaduct Project and has outlined 
construction commitments in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS. 

Subsequent to publication of the April 2019 preliminary DDR/DEIS, NYSDOT has proposed a 
roundabout at MLK, Jr. East. The design of the roundabout under the Community Grid 
Alternative considered the projected volume of traffic and the location of the school. The 
location of BL 81 and the roundabout have been moved as far south and east as possible, 
while still meeting geometric design standards, minimizing right-of-way impacts, and 
maximizing the increased buffer area between BL 81 and the school. It should be noted that, 
in this area, speed limits on BL 81 would begin to decrease at Colvin Street and it would be a 
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30 mph City street, and speeds would be lower for traffic traveling through the roundabout. 
BL 81 would be farther from the school than the current highway. The design creates a 
substantial new buffer area between the roadway and the school. For these reasons, it would 
not be necessary to create the first BL 81 intersection closer to the southern interchange. The 
Community Grid Alternative also includes new access to Colvin Street, which would provide 
an alternate route for communities west and east of BL 81. These improvements are described 
in Section 3.4.3. 

This DDR/DEIS evaluates the effects of the Community Grid Alternative on environmental 
justice populations, and it concludes that the Community Grid Alternative would not have 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on such populations (see Section 6-2-3.3). 

 Consideration needs to be given to potential effects of the Project on the street closures 
required for fairs and festivals, the closure of roads needing repair from construction impacts, 
and the entertainment, retail, and hospitality sectors.  

The DDR/DEIS plans show the Clinton Street exit ramp remains, while the Salina Street exit 
ramp is moved to Oswego Boulevard. It appears that Clinton Street will serve as a major artery 
for drivers exiting Business Loop 81 from the north and arriving in Downtown Syracuse. 
Clinton Square is host to a dozen festivals each year, most of which close Clinton Street to 
vehicular access between Genesee and Washington Streets. In addition, during the winter 
months, Clinton Square is the center of family activity with its outdoor ice-skating rink. Has 
NYSDOT taken into consideration how the I-81 design impacts Clinton Square festivals? 
NYSDOT must consider the existing uses of this space and look for opportunities to divert 
traffic to roadways that may offer more existing yet underutilized capacity or multiple north-
south roadways that do not experience the heavy festival and event uses that Clinton Street 
currently experiences. 

 As described in Chapter 5 of this DDR/DEIS, the design of the Project alternatives has 
considered the efficient movement of vehicles and pedestrians and accessibility to local and 
regional destinations. With respect to Clinton Square, the existing condition (with exits to 
Clinton and Salina Streets) puts traffic on both sides of Clinton Square. The proposed 
condition (with exits to Clinton Street and Oswego Boulevard) would move the one connection 
farther east, away from Clinton Square. It would also provide a better connection with East 
Willow Street, James Street, and Erie Boulevard, which in turn would provide improved 
connections to various other north-south City streets. NYSDOT will continue to work with the 
City of Syracuse on special events that change travel patterns and access into and from the 
City. 

 Clarify why an analysis date of 2050 was selected, and clarify whether driverless vehicles 
were considered in the traffic analysis. Traffic conditions 50 or 75 years into the future also 
need to be considered in the analysis of traffic impacts and mitigation.  

 Analyzing the year of completion and 30 years into the future is consistent with NYSDOT 
traffic analysis procedures for bridge projects, consistent with NYSDOT’s Project 
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Development Manual, Appendix 5. It should be noted that the design year is now 2056 based 
on an estimated time of completion for the Project of 2026. As per standard practice at this 
time, driverless vehicles were not considered in the traffic analysis. 

 There does not appear to be any information provided on pedestrian and bicycle crashes in 
the Multimodal Section 5.3.2. Based upon the summaries in Appendix C-4, there were only 
approximately 50 pedestrian and 20 bicyclist crashes in the listed 105 intersections over a 
three-year period. This information should be checked and included in Chapter 5.  

 The pedestrian and bicycle crash numbers were added to Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2.  

 There is a major error on Appendix C-4, Attachment I, Safety Benefits Tables (page 816 of 
816). On page 816, labeled Freeway and Total Crash Costs and Benefits, the I-690 values 
are listed but incorrectly totaled on the fourth line from the bottom (mislabeled as I-481). The 
values do not reflect the additive costs in the individual I-690 segments and are incorrect by 
an amount of some $6,000,000. Accordingly, the values in the last three lines are incorrect 
as well. As a result, the grand totals of the Total Crash Costs and Benefits are incorrect as 
shown on the Traffic Safety Narratives on pages 5-93 and 5-153, as well as in the “Summary 
of Alternatives” in Table 8-1.  

Also, for clarity reasons the grand totals should not be listed on this I-690 page but instead be 
placed on a separate page.  

 The document has been modified accordingly. 

 In Chapter 5, there does not appear to be a presentation of the Project Benefit and Cost 
Summary (Form TE 204) for each of the alternatives. This analysis will include Annual Safety 
Benefits (from Appendix C-4), Annual Service Benefits (i.e., travel time and energy savings), 
as well as other quantifiable Project benefits. This information together with Alternative Costs 
(including all elements of each alternative) will yield Safety Benefit Cost Ratios, Service 
Benefit Cost Ratios, and Total Project Benefit Cost Ratio for each Alternative. The TE 204 
forms should be included in Appendix C-4. 

 Given the system-wide scope of geometric improvements and travel pattern changes 
associated with the Project, a modified safety benefits analysis was performed for this Project, 
as documented in Appendix C-4. This approach compares the system-wide safety benefit of 
both the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives to the No Build Alternative. 

 NYSDOT removed Option V-5 (Stacked Viaduct) because it would have eliminated the east-
west traffic that currently passes East Genesee Street and in so doing would not have met 
the Project objectives. What about the detrimental impacts of re-routing through-traffic away 
from towns like Salina? On the other hand, if East Genesee Street is such a vital corridor, 
then how will the Community Grid Alternative maintain the projected travel times when the 
east-west traffic will be intersecting with north-south traffic? 
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 The Community Grid Alternative, described in Section 3.4.3, does not sever north-south 
access through the communities north of Downtown Syracuse. BL 81 would remain as a high-
speed highway on the same alignment as the existing I-81 north of Downtown with 
improvements to certain interchanges. BL 81 would also provide north-south access through 
Downtown, Southside, University Hill, and Outer Comstock to an interchange with I-481 in 
Brighton. 

East Genesee Street already intersects with Almond Street, so the Community Grid 
Alternative would not introduce a new intersection at this location. NYSDOT has incorporated 
traffic improvements into the Community Grid Alternative to ensure a reasonable Level of 
Service at this location. 

 Currently, during AM peak travel times, traffic backs up onto I-81 at the Harrison Street exit 
ramp. What steps will be taken to avoid a similar or worse situation at the point where 
Downtown traffic leaves I-81 for BL 81? What do the traffic models show for queuing on the 
eastbound I-690 exit ramp at Irving Avenue, particularly in the AM peak? Will the exiting ramp 
back-up onto eastbound I-690, similar to what currently happens on southbound I-81 at 
Harrison Street?  

 The traffic analysis indicates an acceptable Level of Service. Queues would be contained to 
the ramp and would not extend to the mainline I-690. Refer to Section 5.6.1 for the results of 
the traffic analysis for the Community Grid Alternative. 

 In Chapter 5, it is noted that the crash analysis data are from July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013, 
while the Appendix C-4 summary and safety benefits are from July 1, 2015 to July 31, 2017. 
While this is unusual, the data could be expected to be similar, unless conditions were present 
that would increase or decrease the crash history. The report indicates that the crash 
frequency and types were found to be consistent.  

 July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013 crash data were the most recent available data set at the onset 
of the alternatives development/evaluation process. Later in the process, July 1, 2015 to July 
31, 2017 crash analysis data were compared with the July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013 crash 
data, and overall this comparison found consistency between the frequency and types of 
crashes. In addition, traffic volume counts from permanent NYSDOT traffic counting stations 
have revealed no substantial change in traffic volumes between the two data periods. As the 
frequency and types of crashes between data sets were consistent, and as the traffic volumes 
are not substantially different between the two analysis periods, it was concluded that using 
the new data for the safety benefits analysis while maintaining the original analysis based on 
the July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013 analysis was acceptable. See Section 5.3.1 and 
Appendix C-4 for further discussion. 

 Please clarify the definition of through and non-through trips on Interstate 81. The DEIS states 
that a through trip is traffic that passes through the Syracuse region. These are trips that begin 
and end beyond I-81’s northern and southern interchanges with I-481. What if someone is 
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going between Nedrow and Cicero? Would it be a through trip because those destinations 
are outside the radius of I-481? Or a non-through trip because those communities are right 
next to Syracuse? What about a trip from Cortland to Ottawa with a short stop (not overnight) 
in Destiny? Would that still be a through trip, or two non-through trips spliced together? 

 A trip along I-81 from Nedrow to Cicero would be considered a through trip since the trip 
begins and ends beyond the limits of the I-81/I-481 northern and southern interchanges. Such 
trips use I-81 to pass through the City of Syracuse. Examples of non-through trips would be 
a trip from Nedrow to Downtown Syracuse or from University Hill to Cicero, since the trip 
either enters or exits I-81 at a location in between the I-81/I-481 northern and southern 
interchanges and is not passing through the City. For example, a trip from Cortland to Ottawa 
with no stops is a through trip. However, the same trip coupled with a stop at Destiny USA 
would be considered two non-through trips.  

 Improve signage along I-81, I-481, and I-690, including signs that designate exit only lanes. 

 Both build alternatives under consideration as part of the I-81 Viaduct Project, the Viaduct and 
Community Grid Alternatives, would result in substantial changes to interchanges, ramps, and 
interstate lane geometrics. Signage for the Preferred Alternative would be in accordance with 
the latest version of the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices as well as FHWA and 
NYSDOT signage policy. In April 2019, NYSDOT released a preliminary DDR/DEIS to the 
public that recommended the Community Grid Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. As 
such, a preliminary signage plan was prepared for the Community Grid Alternative and 
included in Appendix A-6 of the April 2019 preliminary DDR/DEIS. 

 Incorporate an analysis for the new Amazon Warehouse and distribution center in the Town 
of Clay into the "Transportation and Engineering Considerations" for the Community Grid 
Alternative. The second warehouse in Town of Dewitt should be included in such study. 
Rigorous pursuit of impact data should be explored with all stakeholders. In particular, we ask 
that its traffic and environmental impact be added, and that local citizens' groups be consulted. 
Its siting process, and its traffic plan to access Thruway Exits 38 & 37, were opaque, non-
inclusive and incomplete. 

 NYSDOT has reviewed the traffic study reports associated with these developments. Peak 
traffic generation hours for these developments do not coincide with the peak traffic hours 
analyzed for the I-81 project (i.e. most traffic generated by these developments would occur 
when background traffic volumes are lower than those analyzed for the I-81 project). In 
addition, NYSDOT’s analyses included projected traffic volume growth for 30 years after the 
I-81 project is built. The I-81 traffic analyses for 2056 (ETC+30 , see Chapter 5 and Appendix 
C-3 of the DDR/DEIS) indicate that there would be enough excess capacity such that these 
developments would not be a concern with respect to the project’s design.  



I-81 Viaduct Project 
Appendix M: Responses to Comments  

 

 88  

5 SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
5-1 GENERAL 

 The environmental document should be written in easily understandable language to address 
non-technical audiences. 

 Comment noted. 

 The Project setting shows that the study area is only one-quarter mile in either direction of the 
actual project construction area. For a Project that claims its goal is to "provide transportation 
solutions that enhance the livability, visual quality, sustainability, and economic vitality of 
greater Syracuse," a study area so narrow obviously does not achieve this nor does it seek 
to truly understand the full scope of the impact of this Project for greater Syracuse. Using this 
goal, alternatives that will remove through-traffic and damage the economy of greater 
Syracuse by hurting the communities between the City and the northern I-81/I-481 
interchange should be deemed unreasonable. Thus, the Community Grid Alternative should 
be deemed unreasonable.  

 The study area cited in the comment is a general study area that is used to characterize 
conditions closest to existing and proposed transportation infrastructure associated with 
Project alternatives. This DDR/DEIS examines several study areas depending on the topic 
and the potential for the Project alternatives to result in adverse effects. Study areas were 
developed based on applicable guidance or regulations, the availability of existing analysis 
tools (i.e., Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council regional traffic model), and 
professional experience with similar projects. The Project Area and study areas are described 
in Section 6-1.5 of this DDR/DEIS. For some topics (i.e., historic and cultural resources, 
visual resources, air quality, and noise), a special study area is defined for consistency with 
regulatory requirements or to capture a larger or smaller area of potential effects for the 
Project. The study areas for each topic are considered appropriate to predict the potential 
effects of the Project alternatives. 

 Since the reconstruction has an immediate environmental footprint on the City of Syracuse, 
the Long-Term plan must include strategies to rid Southside of legacy pollution, prevent 
gentrification, reinvest into the existing neighborhood, and increase resources into 
neighborhood resources such as schools. A long-term vision plan must include: 

• An analysis of land use, development patterns, and housing trends. The area around I-81 
is a family-oriented neighborhood that has experienced decades of disinvestment. Any 
new dollars that are pumped into the community should not be used to transform the 
neighborhood's character but to restore the harms done to predominantly African-
American families by the original build, and to reinvest into STEAM @ Dr. King and the 
surrounding neighborhood. Current residents must retain priority access to STEAM at Dr. 
King and have a substantial role in determining the policies, practices, and culture of the 
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school and the broader school system. Without careful planning, gentrification of the 
neighborhood may mean a wave of changes to the school community that comes at the 
expense of the needs of longtime residents. Revenue generated from community 
development should be used to increase school funding. 

• Economic inclusion: Residents in the footprint of construction should receive adequate 
training and employment on the Project. 

• Mitigating the impact of construction and environmental impact on existing homes while 
also keeping them affordable should be included in the long-term vision plan. Promote the 
creation of affordable housing and facilitate homeownership opportunities in the area. 
Homes should be eligible for upgrades and repairs including replacement of windows, air 
conditioners, and other fixtures residents will use to keep the dust, noise, and other 
pollutants out. Assistance should be offered for those who are expected to have increased 
energy costs, either in the form of higher-efficiency fixtures or energy payment assistance. 

 Creating a long-range vision plan for the community, providing restitution, and providing other 
community, housing, or school enhancement or investment funds are beyond the scope of 
this Project. Chapter 6 of this DDR/DEIS documents the assessment of social, economic, 
and environmental effects resulting from implementation of the Project. Permanent or 
operational effects, construction effects, indirect effects, and cumulative effects are 
presented. The following sections of Chapter 6 address these considerations: 

Section 6-2-1 describes neighborhoods and land uses near the Project, including aspects of 
community cohesion, local plans and zoning, community facilities, and planned development, 
and presents an assessment of the Project’s consistency with existing and future development 
patterns associated with neighborhood character. The Project has limited potential for indirect 
displacement of residents and businesses as a result of increased property values or rents. 
The DDR/DEIS discloses the direct effects of the Project and corresponding mitigation 
measures. The DDR/DEIS also discloses the specific residential and business displacements 
resulting from the Project, and the process that NYSDOT would follow to inform occupants 
and assist in their relocation. (Please note that the Community Grid Alternative, the Preferred 
Alternative, would not require any residential displacement.) Section 6-2-1 also addresses 
potential effects of the Project alternatives on educational facilities. While construction 
activities would occur near Dr. King Elementary School, the Project would have no permanent 
effects on the school’s operations or enrollment. 

Section 6-2-3 presents the assessment of the potential for disproportionately high and 
adverse effects to environmental justice populations resulting from implementation of the 
Project. 

Section 6-3-2 presents the assessment of potential beneficial and adverse effects on the local 
and regional economies resulting from implementation of the Project. It includes assessment 
of the potential for indirect displacement associated with potential changes in property values 
with the removal of the viaduct under the Community Grid Alternative. 
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Section 6-4-4 presents the assessment of potential air quality effects resulting from 
implementation of the Project.  

Section 6-4-6 documents the assessment of effects on noise levels resulting from 
implementation of the Project. 

Chapter 9 of this DDR/DEIS discusses the public and agency outreach that has been 
conducted to date for the Project. This outreach has included construction practices meetings, 
which consisted of small group meetings with over 40 different organizations and 
representatives, including those representing environmental justice communities, to discuss 
standard protocols and procedures to avoid, minimize, or otherwise mitigate adverse 
construction effects. NYSDOT solicited input on potential construction effects and other issues 
related to the Project.  

The outreach to date has also included Local Hiring Advisory Meetings, which consisted of 
meetings with individuals and representatives of organizations that focus on job advocacy, 
training, and placement, including those representing environmental justice communities.  

Section 4.5 of this DDR/DEIS describes the measures that could be implemented to minimize 
disruptions to the traveling public and the surrounding communities during construction. As 
stated, these measures would include the preparation of a communication and public outreach 
plan to be implemented throughout the construction period. 

 A cumulative health analysis must be done for residents who live within 600 feet of the viaduct 
in the environmental justice communities, in particular the Southside of Syracuse who live 
adjacent to the viaduct, and at schools in the footprint of I-81. The assessment should include 
a lead, noise, and air analysis and abatement. Air pollution impacts people’s health and 
therefore ability to earn a living. The communities closest to the viaduct are overwhelmingly 
employed in hourly wage jobs and are less likely to have paid sick leave. This must be 
considered when assessing the impact of people living near the viaduct. Display the 
cumulative impact of negative public health concerns in the DEIS more clearly and holistically, 
by naming impacts from 50+ years of I-81 on public health with Syracuse as a hot-spot for 
asthma and other respiratory concerns. This must be acknowledged considering a massive 
construction project in a densely populated residential neighborhood. NYSDOT must instead 
make public whether the communities closest to the I-81 highway will be exposed to 
disproportionate or higher rates of air pollution compared to other communities. Greater clarity 
about health indicators enables better understandings, clearer responses, and more flexible 
planning. 

 Sections 6-4-4, 6-4-6, 6-4-9, and 6-4-10 of this DDR/DEIS present the assessment of 
potential effects related to air quality, noise, lead and asbestos, and contaminated materials, 
respectively, resulting from implementation of the Project. Section 6-2-3 of this DDR/DEIS 
presents the assessment of the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects to 
environmental justice populations resulting from the Project, including effects from changes 
in air quality, noise, and exposure to asbestos, lead, and contaminated materials during 
construction and once the Project is operational. 
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As documented in this DDR/DEIS, a particulate matter (PM) microscale analysis was 
conducted for the Project using NYSDOT, FHWA, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) procedures and was performed using the USEPA emissions model MOVES2014a 
and dispersion model CAL3QHCR. Three and four sites were selected for the particulate 
matter microscale analysis for the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives, respectively, and 
multiple receptors were modeled at each of the selected sites. Sites were selected for analysis 
based on projected traffic conditions, the introduction of new/modified roadways, and the 
proximity to sensitive receptors. The sites are located within environmental justice 
communities. Both particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) and PM 
less than or equal to 10 micrometers (PM10) were modeled. At the analysis locations, PM2.5 
and PM10 concentrations would be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS), which were established by the Clean Air Act to protect human health and welfare, 
including the health of sensitive populations, such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.  

An air quality analysis for construction activity was also conducted. The MLK, Jr. East area, 
which is within an environmental justice community, was selected as a representative location 
for the analysis. Both emissions from on-site construction equipment and emissions from 
construction-related traffic diversions were included in the analysis. While construction 
activities would temporarily generate emissions from equipment and fugitive dust from ground 
disturbance, the maximum predicted PM2.5 and PM10 concentrations would be lower than the 
applicable NAAQS. Adverse effects related to air quality are not anticipated as a result of the 
Project. A health analysis is not required or warranted. 

See response to Comment 5-83 with respect to measures to mitigate effects related to noise, 
lead, asbestos, and contaminated materials during construction. 

 Describe what noise, air, visual, and water pollution abatement measures will be done. 

 Chapter 6 includes the social, economic, and environmental effects of the build alternatives 
and identifies their adverse effects, if any. Chapter 6 and Table 4-7 include discussions of 
any proposed abatement measures associated with noise, air, visual, and water resources. 

5-2 NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

 The Community Grid Alternative does not meet the criteria of the New York State Smart 
Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. One consequence of traffic gridlock in Downtown 
Syracuse would in fact be significant diversion of traffic elsewhere—some onto Interstate 481 
through DeWitt, and some onto other routes around the City, forcing suburban traffic 
problems, growth pressures, and sprawl that are contrary to public policy and Onondaga 
County's long-range planning goals.  

 The traffic analysis indicates that the transportation system, including the roadway network 
within Downtown Syracuse and existing I-481 (which would be re-designated as I-81), would 
operate at acceptable Levels of Service under the Community Grid Alternative (see 
Section 5.6.1). The Project has been developed in alignment with the principles of the Smart 
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Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. The Community Grid Alternative would improve 
existing infrastructure in the City’s municipal centers, strengthening the existing communities 
in these centers with improved transportation infrastructure including facilities that promote 
sustainable (pedestrian and bicycle) traffic modes. Refer to Appendix D-3 for the Smart 
Growth Screening Assessments. 

 Impacts of the new Inland Port have not been taken into account in the DEIS but should be 
considered. 

 NYSDOT coordinated with representatives of the Inland Port project and determined it would 
not affect the current design of the Viaduct or Community Grid Alternatives. 

 There does not appear to be anything in the current DDR/DEIS addressing the possibility of 
negotiating transfer of excess right-of-way land to a City of Syracuse agency for future 
development or other purposes. The transfer of excess State right-of-way to City or private 
ownership would offer opportunities for new mixed-use development, enhancing the tax base 
and offering residential and employment opportunities within the City of Syracuse. It would 
appear that there may be 18 acres or more of current NYSDOT land in the area of Almond 
Street between Adams Street and Erie Boulevard and continuing on Erie Boulevard down to 
Warren Street that could become excess land and which could be transferred to a new owner. 
What policies would be in place to ensure that land would become green space rather than 
commercial development? This land should be placed in a land trust that affords control to 
residents of the Southeast community. 

 This DDR/DEIS identifies the potential parcels that could result from surplus transportation 
right-of-way (see Sections 6-3-2.4.3 and 6-3-2.4.4, and associated figures).  

Upon the completion of construction, NYSDOT would dispose of potential surplus 
transportation right-of-way in the Central Study Area in accordance with Federal and State 
law, or the Contractor could sell staging sites. In total, implementation of the Community Grid 
Alternative could result in approximately 10 to 12.5 acres of surplus transportation right-of-
way  property, depending on how much land would be needed to accommodate the highway, 
sidewalk, shared use (bicycle and pedestrian) path, and other transportation features (see 
Figure 6-2-1-12). NYSDOT would determine the size and location of the parcels once 
construction is complete. The potential surplus transportation right-of-way would consist of 
several sites near Almond Street and Erie Boulevard where the I-81 and I-690 ramps would 
be removed; a parcel north of Erie Boulevard between McBride and Catherine Streets where 
the eastbound I-690 ramp from McBride Street would be removed; a parcel north of Butternut 
Street between BL 81 and State Street where the existing northbound I-81 entrance ramp 
from Butternut Street would be removed; a parcel south of Court Street between BL 81 and 
Sunset Avenue where the existing northbound I-81 ramp to Sunset Avenue would be removed 
and relocated to Bear Street; and two parcels near MLK, Jr. East where the alignment of BL 
81 shifts eastward. The parcels on Almond Street would range from approximately 0.75 to 1.5 
acres; those on Erie Boulevard would range from 0.3 to 0.5 acres; the parcel north of Butternut 
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Street would be 1 to 1.5 acres; the parcel south of Court Street would be 0.75 to 1 acre; and 
the parcels near MLK, Jr. East would be 3 to 3.5 acres (north of MLK, Jr. East) and 1 to 1.3 
acres (south of MLK, Jr. East and east of Leon Street). In addition, the Community Grid 
Alternative would result in a total of approximately 2 to 2.5 acres consisting of numerous land 
strips that could be too small for development but may be of use to adjacent property owners.  

NYSDOT would form a land use working group consisting of representatives from the city, the 
city’s school district, economic development and economic opportunity organizations, the 
business community, environmental justice communities, neighborhood residents, and other 
organizations and stakeholders as appropriate to provide input to NYSDOT in establishing a 
framework for the non-transportation use of each potential surplus parcel. Further details 
about the formation of and participation in this working group would be presented during 
continued project public involvement activities.  

Any new use or development would be subject to the City of Syracuse’s zoning ordinance and 
its Land Use and Development Plan 2040 currently being updated through its “Rezone 
Syracuse” project. Through the Rezone Syracuse process, the City has and continues to 
solicit community input. 

 Work with stakeholders to plan for transferring ownership of any surplus land along the BL 81 
corridor that is currently part of the I-81 right-of-way to a City of Syracuse and Onondaga 
County collaborative that will identify, plan, and oversee execution of development projects 
on this land. Can surplus land along the BL 81 corridor/Almond Street be turned over at no 
cost to the City for business development? NYSDOT should provide more detailed 
information on plans to return land to the tax rolls. For example, what is the process to dispose 
of New York State-owned land? Has there been discussion of a development commission to 
oversee and guide redevelopment efforts? 

 Refer to the response to Comment 5-8. 

 Any excess right-of-way that is disposed to private developers should not be exempt from 
property taxes. 

 Comment noted. 

 Establish a community-oriented Revitalization Commission to give a voice to all community 
stakeholders to shape a revitalization plan moving forward. This group would develop 
strategies and metrics to: 

• Turn excess land within the City back to the community for redevelopment and rebuilding 
the local tax base.  

• Incorporate inclusive development principles for property disposition and construction 
activities.  

• Consider how to assist the suburbs in developing lands adjacent to I-81 and I-481.  
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 Refer to the response to Comment 5-8. NYSDOT will form a land use working group 
consisting of representatives from the city, the city’s school district, economic development 
and economic opportunity organizations, the business community, environmental justice 
communities, neighborhood residents, and other organizations and stakeholders as 
appropriate to provide input to NYSDOT in establishing a framework for the non-
transportation use of each potential surplus parcel. Further details about the formation of and 
participation in this working group will be presented during continued project public 
involvement activities.  

 If the Community Grid Alternative results in surplus State right-of-way, clarify who will own or 
have jurisdiction over that land and how zoning will apply. 

Similarly, if New York State takes over a previously City-owned street, does this change the 
right-of-way requirements or setbacks? Does it change the City character or have any impact 
on zoning regulations? Consider talking with the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
for insight with respect to the Business Loop-83 in York, Pennsylvania, which has a high speed 
section and a street grid, with I-83 traveling as a bypass around the City. 

 Refer to the response to Comment 5-8. Surplus right-of-way could be transferred or sold to 
the City or to private entities; such decisions would be determined at a later date. The State 
would take over ownership of those portions of City streets that are part of BL 81 and would 
thereafter be responsible for all future maintenance of them. The City would retain all 
responsibility for zoning, regardless of street ownership. The change from a City-owned street 
to a State-owned street would not alter land use in the Central Study Area and would not alter 
neighborhood character. See Section 6-2-1.4 of this DDR/DEIS for further discussion of 
environmental consequences of the Community Grid Alternative as they relate to 
neighborhood character. 

 As a proactive step, is NYSDOT planning to use Federal highway mitigation funding to 
construct new housing for Pioneer Homes tenants who will be severely impacted by the I-81 
Viaduct Project prior to the start of demolition and construction of the highway project?  

 Tenants at Pioneer Homes would not be temporarily or permanently displaced by the Project. 
Therefore, no relocation assistance is required. Refer to Table 4-7 for potential mitigation 
measures that NYSDOT would implement during the Project’s construction.  

 Has NYSDOT performed an economic analysis that examines potential development 
opportunities associated with developing land in the Project Area? 

 Refer to the response to Comment 5-8. 

 The Project should connect neighborhoods, employment centers, emergency services, and 
businesses; preserve historic resources; develop a safe and attractive highway corridor 
accommodating all transportation modes; and reduce "dead zones" within the highway 
corridor. 
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 Comment noted. 

 Zoning should be in place to guide land uses appropriately. Development should include 
affordable housing, mixed land uses that attract pedestrians, tree-lined storefronts, and live-
work spaces at Pioneer Homes. 

 Zoning regulations are the purview of the City of Syracuse and are not part of the I-81 Viaduct 
Project. The City of Syracuse is in the process of updating its zoning regulations. The ReZone 
Syracuse project will comprehensively revise and update the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance and Map to facilitate the implementation of the Syracuse Land Use and 
Development Plan 2040 (LUP), a component of the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan 
2040. Additional information regarding land use and zoning can be found in Section 6-2-1. 

5-3 SOCIAL GROUPS BENEFITED OR HARMED 

 Incorporate improvements to public transportation, such as dedicated bus lanes, traffic signal 
priority for buses, bus shelters, pull offs, dedicated lanes, and accommodations for bus rapid 
transit, light rail, heavy rail, and tramways. Investments should be made to passenger rail 
rather than a new highway. Have concepts like the Cuse Train, air taxis, and skyports been 
considered? These types of concepts can reduce the need for parking in downtown and 
around Syracuse University. 

Replace the highway with a light rail system, including light rail from I-81/I-481 (at Brighton) 
northward along the existing I-81 corridor to the I-81/I-481 existing interchange at Driver’s 
Village, or light rail from Baldwinsville to Manlius through Syracuse, or at least including 
provisions for future light rail. Steel from the existing viaduct could be repurposed for the light 
rail infrastructure.  

Improved public transportation services in Syracuse and Central New York are essential to 
employment, poverty reduction and economic growth and play a critical role in the effective 
completion of the I-81 Project. NYSDOT should coordinate with the Centro, the Syracuse 
Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC), the City and other stakeholders to incorporate 
additional transit accommodations as part of the Community Grid Alternative and encourage 
the use of public transit. As an example, a weather-protected bus hub in the Syracuse Housing 
Authority area could be considered.  

This regionally significant project should include regionally significant mitigation projects that 
enhance the overall transportation system. In particular, the proposed bus rapid transit system 
identified in SMTC's 2018 SMART study should be part of the overall mitigation strategy for 
the Project.  

Improved transit service could reduce the need for parking in and around the study area. The 
section on parking demand/supply in Chapter 5 refers to "implementation of traffic demand 
management (TDM) measures to reduce the demand for parking." Why aren't these TDM 
measures identified, and specifically, why isn't transit included on this list?  

http://www.syrgov.net/Zoning_Ordinances.aspx
http://www.syrgov.net/Zoning_Ordinances.aspx
http://www.syrgov.net/Zoning_Atlas.aspx
http://www.syrgov.net/PDFs/ReZoneSyracuse/FINAL%20LUP%209-30-12.pdf
http://www.syrgov.net/PDFs/ReZoneSyracuse/FINAL%20LUP%209-30-12.pdf
http://www.syrgov.net/PDFs/ReZoneSyracuse/Comp%20Plan%20amended%202013-08-14.pdf
http://www.syrgov.net/PDFs/ReZoneSyracuse/Comp%20Plan%20amended%202013-08-14.pdf
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NYSDOT should identify park and ride locations in the overall transportation strategy for the 
Project. Provide transportation distribution centers and park-and-ride nodes for future Bus 
Rapid Transit [BRT] implementation near the re-routed I-81 in DeWitt and at the southern and 
northern confluences of BL 81 with the rerouted I-81. 

 A stated objective of the Project is to “maintain access to existing local bus service and 
enhance transit amenities within the Project limits in and near Downtown Syracuse.” “Transit 
amenities” refers to bus stops and shelters, bus turnouts, and layover and turnaround places 
within the Project limits in and near Downtown Syracuse. As part of the development of the 
Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives, NYSDOT will continue to coordinate with Centro 
on potential street improvements. In addition, NYSDOT considered the potential effects on 
public transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists for both build alternatives (see Sections 6-2-2.3.1 
and 6-2-2.4.1). 

The suggested bus hub in the Syracuse Housing Authority area, a bus rapid transit system, 
air taxis, skyports, and light, heavy, or commuter rail are outside the scope of the Project. 
Improvements recommended by the SMART 1 Study are beyond the scope of the Project. 
Centro or another agency would be responsible for implementing those recommendations as 
an independent action. While the suggested transit improvements are not part of the I-81 
Viaduct Project, the Project would not preclude Centro or others from carrying out the 
suggested transit improvements in the future, as separate, independent actions. 

Temporary park and ride locations would be provided during construction as described in 
Table 4-7. Park and ride nodes for future BRT is outside the scope of the I-81 Viaduct Project. 

 What will the Project’s effects be on bus stops during and after construction? Will any bus 
stops be moved? 

 Bus stops located within or near the proposed construction zone would potentially need to be 
relocated temporarily during construction. NYSDOT will coordinate closely with Centro to 
maintain accessibility to transit services both during construction and once the Project is 
complete. If a bus stop would need to be permanently relocated, the relocation would be 
conducted in coordination with Centro. As stated in Table 4-7, NYSDOT would direct the 
Contractor to maintain safe pedestrian traffic and to maintain public access to bus stops. 
NYSDOT would also develop a construction communication program to guide community 
engagement throughout construction and would establish a project outreach center to 
disseminate construction information and to obtain input from the public. NYSDOT would 
establish protocols to communicate issues pertinent to transit riders as part of these efforts. 

5-4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

 Greater attention to potential impacts on minority populations needs to be given in the 
DDR/DEIS. 
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 This DDR/DEIS includes an assessment of the potential for disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on minority and low income (environmental justice) populations resulting from 
the Project. The assessment was conducted based on Federal guidance, including the FHWA 
Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA. As described in Section 6-2-3, neither the 
Viaduct Alternative nor the Community Grid Alternative would result in disproportionately high 
and adverse effects on environmental justice populations. 

 NYSDOT must implement a plan to protect local populations from any gentrification that may 
occur as a result of the Community Grid Alternative. Many fear that the expected 
redevelopment will have negative consequences for years to come. In addition, community 
members want more Black-owned businesses in their neighborhood. 

 Section 6-3-2.4 of this DDR/DEIS describes the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects of the Community Grid Alternative on economic conditions in the Central Study Area. 
As stated in Section 6-3-2.4.1 of this DDR/DEIS, much of the housing near the viaduct is 
publicly owned and/or subsidized property with rent protection for its occupants, and the 
Community Grid Alternative would not displace any residents through property acquisition. 
The DDR/DEIS also discloses the specific business displacements resulting from the 
Community Grid Alternative, and the process NYSDOT would follow to inform occupants and 
assist in their relocation. Furthermore, the DDR/DEIS describes the potential surplus 
transportation right-of-way that could become available for development or other use under 
the Community Grid Alternative once transportation infrastructure is removed (refer to the 
response to Comment 5-8). The dispersion and limited size of these sites, as well as the 
predominance of publicly owned lands and land held by large institutions, would limit potential 
indirect displacement due to rising rents or increased property values.  

 NYSDOT should implement a plan to address landowners who lost property value because 
of the original construction of I-81.  

 This request is outside the scope of the Project. 

 There must be outreach to environmental justice communities using means and locations that 
are easily accessible to affected environmental justice communities. 

 As discussed in Chapter 9 of this DDR/DEIS, NYSDOT has provided, and will continue to 
provide, meaningful opportunities for participation by environmental justice communities 
throughout the environmental review process. Public meetings have been advertised at 
locations and in media sources used by members of environmental justice communities and 
numerous neighborhood meetings were held at locations within environmental justice 
communities. Efforts that NYSDOT has undertaken to increase accessibility to public 
meetings and open houses included holding meetings in locations that are transit-accessible; 
providing transit and parking vouchers to meeting attendees; coordinating with the Syracuse 
Housing Authority to provide shuttle service to the meetings; and holding meetings at times 
to accommodate varying work and other schedules.  
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5-5 LAND ACQUISITION, DISPLACEMENT, AND RELOCATION 

 Modify the Viaduct Alternative design to avoid all building impacts. 

 It is infeasible to avoid all effects on buildings under the Viaduct Alternative and still meet 
design criteria, but NYSDOT has undertaken extensive design refinement to minimize effects 
to property. Refer to Sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.1 for a description of design options for the 
Viaduct Alternative and the associated building acquisitions. NYSDOT ultimately progressed 
Option V-4 (the Viaduct Alternative) for evaluation in the DDR/DEIS, which would have the 
least building acquisitions while still meeting most design criteria. As a result, the Viaduct 
Alternative would require the full acquisition of 24 buildings. NYSDOT would carry out all 
property acquisitions in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act and New York State’s Eminent Domain Procedure Law, 
which includes relocation assistance to owners and tenants of affected properties. Measures 
to mitigate the effects of property acquisition under the Viaduct Alternative, and the steps that 
NYSDOT takes to acquire property including communications with property owners and 
tenants, are described in Section 6-3-1.3.5 of this DDR/DEIS.  

 The City's new zoning plan emphasizes transit-oriented development. Does NYSDOT have 
any plans to support the City's planning efforts and offset the traffic impacts of new 
development by funding bus rapid transit or other transit improvements? 

 NYSDOT has coordinated with the City of Syracuse in planning for the I-81 Viaduct Project. 
The I-81 Viaduct Project would not preclude the City’s implementation of transit-oriented 
development or other future transit improvements. Traffic associated with any new 
development would need to be assessed as part of that separate, independent action, as 
necessary. This Project does not include funding for transit-oriented development or bus rapid 
transit.  

 Modify the Community Grid Alternative design to avoid all building impacts. 

 It is infeasible to avoid all building effects under the Community Grid Alternative, but NYSDOT 
has refined the design of the alternative to avoid or minimize effects to property where 
feasible. Refer to Sections 3.2.3, 3.3.1, and 3.3.2 for a discussion of design options for the 
Community Grid Alternative and efforts to minimize building acquisitions. As stated in Section 
3.4.3, the Community Grid Alternative would require the full acquisition of four buildings. 
NYSDOT would carry out all property acquisitions in accordance with the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and New York State’s 
Eminent Domain Procedure Law, which includes relocation assistance to owners and tenants 
of affected properties. Measures to mitigate the effects of property acquisition under the 
Community Grid Alternative, and the steps that NYSDOT takes to acquire property, including 
communications with property owners and tenants, are described in Section 6-3-1.4.4 of this 
DDR/DEIS. 
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 The DDR/DEIS must study the effect of Project alternatives on taxes. 

 Sections 6-3-1.3.1 and 6-3-1.4.1 of this DDR/DEIS present changes in property tax revenues 
from the acquisition of private property and its conversion to public use. There would be no 
local revenue sources to fund the Project. Funding would come from Federal and State 
sources. Refer to Chapter 10 for more information. 

 The DDR/DEIS should disclose the effects of the Community Grid Alternative on the 
operations of Dunk & Bright Furniture. 

 NYSDOT would neither permanently acquire nor alter access to this property. During 
construction, NYSDOT would implement a Traffic Management Plan that would include 
provisions to ensure that businesses are accessible, including any signage needed to direct 
vehicles to the location. Potential mitigation strategies that may be included in the Traffic 
Management Plan are described in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS. 

 The DEIS should evaluate alternatives not only for the negative impact on existing City 
properties and businesses but also for the potential benefit to the City property inventory. 

 Sections 6-3-1.3.1 and 6-3-1.4.1 of this DDR/DEIS present changes in property tax revenues 
from the acquisition of private property and its conversion to public use. This DDR/DEIS 
provides a discussion of the potential economic benefits of the Project alternatives (see 
Sections 6-3-2.3 and 6-3-2.4). 

 NYSDOT must minimize and disclose the property impacts of the Project’s alternatives. The 
DDR/DEIS should clearly describe the steps in the process to acquire the property and 
relocate any residents or businesses. 

 NYSDOT has refined the design of the build alternatives to minimize their potential effects to 
property. Efforts to reduce property impacts of the build alternatives are discussed in 
Chapter 3. The Viaduct Alternative would result in a total of 24 full building acquisitions and 
the Community Grid Alternative would result in a total of four full building acquisitions. 
NYSDOT would carry out all property acquisitions in accordance with the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and New York State’s 
Eminent Domain Procedure Law, which includes relocation assistance to owners and tenants 
of affected properties. Sections 6-3-1.3.5 and 6-3-1.4.5 describe the steps that NYSDOT 
would take to acquire property, including communications with property owners and tenants.  

 NYSDOT must find new housing or locations for any residents or businesses displaced by 
Project alternatives. Residents and business must receive adequate notice if they will be 
displaced. 

 The Viaduct Alternative would involve the acquisition of 24 buildings, including displacement 
of 22 commercial buildings and 54 dwelling units. However, as discussed in Section 6-3-1.4.1 
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of this DDR/DEIS, the Community Grid Alternative (identified as the Preferred Alternative) 
would involve the acquisition of four commercial buildings and no dwelling units. NYSDOT 
would carry out all property acquisitions in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and New York State’s Eminent Domain 
Procedure Law, which includes relocation assistance to owners and tenants of affected 
properties. Sections 6-3-1.3.5 and 6-3-1.4.5 describe the steps that NYSDOT would take to 
acquire property, including communications with property owners and tenants. 

 Describe the impacts to the Syracuse Housing Authority offices at 516 Burt Street. 

 The Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives would require acquisition of the Syracuse 
Housing Authority maintenance garage at 500 Renwick Avenue, but they would not affect the 
Syracuse Housing Authority offices at 516 Burt Street. NYSDOT would coordinate with 
Syracuse Housing Authority to relocate the maintenance garage. 

 Please identify any impacts to property near the I-81/I-481 north interchange. 

 Sections 6-3-1.3.1 and 6-3-1.4.1 of this DDR/DEIS include tables and figures that show 
proposed property acquisitions for the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives. The Viaduct 
Alternative would require acquisition of a small portion of one property for the construction of 
a noise wall near the I-81/I-481 north interchange (Interchange 26), but it would not impact 
any structures on this property, nor would it require any displacement of residents at this 
location. The Community Grid Alternative would require the acquisition of small portions of 
seven properties near the interchange. In all cases, the acquisition of these properties would 
not impact the structures on them or require any displacement of their occupants. 

 The preliminary DDR/DEIS shows the partial acquisition of parking lots for buildings at 910 
Erie Boulevard East and 301-309 Crouse Avenue under the Community Grid Alternative. The 
businesses are dependent on this parking for their continued operation. 

 The property proposed to be acquired at 910 Erie Boulevard East primarily would affect the 
drop-off circle and would result in the loss of four parking spaces in the existing parking lot. 
NYSDOT has met with the property owner, and as a result, the design has been modified to 
include a new drop-off area along the Water Street side of the property and the addition of 
approximately 22 new on-street parking spaces along Water Street between Crouse and 
Irving Avenues. 

There would be a temporary acquisition of 0.0004 acres at 301-309 Crouse Avenue. The 
proposed temporary easement is needed to reconstruct a portion of existing sidewalk and 
extend the sidewalk to the south to provide sidewalk continuity. The temporary easement 
would be needed only to construct the sidewalk, after which the property could be returned to 
its current use. It should be noted that the back edge of the proposed sidewalk is the same 
distance from Crouse Avenue as the existing sidewalk, so there would be no loss of parking 
in the parking lot on the north side of the property or on the south side of the existing building. 
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However, the two informal parking spaces in front of the building would no longer be available 
because the spaces are within the current street right-of-way and would be used to extend 
the sidewalk. 

 NYSDOT should minimize the right-of-way requirements for the acquisition of 215 Genant 
Drive, so the parcel is reduced by the minimum amount possible under both alternatives. 
NYSDOT should level the existing structure and return the unimproved land for subsequent 
redevelopment. 

 NYSDOT has refined the design of the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives to minimize 
their effects to property. Refer to the discussion of these efforts in Section 3.3. NYSDOT has 
not yet determined the extent of surplus land that would be available for private development 
at 215 Genant Drive following completion of the I-81 Viaduct Project. 

 Relocate Pioneer Homes as part of the Project. Land freed up by the relocation of Pioneer 
Homes should be used for construction staging. 

 NYSDOT would not acquire any residential buildings or vacant land from Pioneer Homes as 
part of the Viaduct Alternative or Community Grid Alternative. There are no plans to relocate 
Pioneer Homes as part of the I-81 Viaduct Project. 

 Consideration must be made for a long-term plan post-construction that would include the first 
right to return of all students including but not limited to: 

• All current students and children currently zoned for STEAM @ Dr. King having the first 
right of choice to return. 

• Matriculated children during and after construction having the first right of choice to return. 

 The I-81 Viaduct Project would not require displacement of students of Dr. King Elementary 
School. The school would remain operational during construction. The Viaduct Alternative 
would include the displacement of 54 dwelling units. Any displacement or relocation would be 
undertaken in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act and New York State’s Eminent Domain Procedure Law, which 
includes relocation assistance to owners and tenants of affected properties. There is no 
residential displacement under the Community Grid Alternative, which has been identified as 
the Preferred Alternative for the I-81 Viaduct Project. 

 Hotel Vouchers are an inadequate remedy. The proposed Hotel Voucher program is 
insufficient to ensure children have uninterrupted access to their schools. Putting the needs 
of the community and stability of the students should be the number one priority. Children 
thrive in stable and nurturing environments where they have a routine and know what to 
expect. 
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A Relocation Plan is the best way to minimize the effects of construction for school-aged 
children. A comprehensive plan for parents who live within walking distance to STEAM @ Dr. 
King to relocate into comparable housing should be created. 

 Hotel vouchers are not being considered as part of this Project. Temporary construction-
related effects to properties adjacent to the I-81 viaduct are unavoidable. This DDR/DEIS 
identifies numerous construction mitigation measures that NYSDOT would implement (see 
Table 4-7 and Section 4.5 of this DDR/DEIS). Construction phasing for the Viaduct and 
Community Grid Alternatives is discussed in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.4.1, respectively. 

The Viaduct Alternative would include the displacement of 54 dwelling units, located north of 
the I-81/I-690 interchange, over a mile from the school. Any displacement or relocation would 
be undertaken in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act and New York State’s Eminent Domain Procedure Law, 
which includes relocation assistance to owners and tenants of affected properties. 
Sections 6-3-1.3.5 and 6-3-1.4.5 describe the steps that NYSDOT takes to acquire property, 
including communications with property owners and tenants. No residential displacements 
would occur under the Community Grid Alternative, which has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for the I-81 Viaduct Project. Safe access to and from school would be maintained 
during construction and upon completion of the Project.  

 The Loretto Health and Rehabilitation Center site could experience a number of impacts and 
incur additional costs as a result of the I-81 Viaduct Project, including effects to water utilities, 
the potential need to upgrade stormwater management features, relocation of Loretto’s sign 
(which may require multiple approvals and easements), effects on property values, effects on 
groundwater, noise and air quality impacts from construction and the highway, increased 
traffic through and around the site, sharp curves on the redesigned entrance road (which may 
be difficult for trucks and buses to navigate), and roadway ownership and maintenance 
responsibilities.  

Loretto’s site is extremely fragile with limited infrastructure supporting an overbuilt site. The 
proposed bridge relocation would disrupt Loretto’s sole water supply and is already having 
repercussions. Loretto is currently exploring disrupting the neighborhood and environment at 
lower East Glen Avenue and possibly Maywood Drive to attempt to secure another water 
source. NYSDOT must coordinate with Loretto to plan for and replace its water line if it would 
be impacted by the Community Grid Alternative. 

Loretto has indicated that a new water line connection must be found because of the 
Community Grid Alternative. Two of the water line options would be very destructive to the 
Valley neighborhood, as they would require excavation of a hillside or a ravine and would 
thereby affect downhill areas with construction impacts, erosion, and flooding. In addition, a 
proposed pumping station would affect the neighborhood with noise, potential loss of water 
pressure, and impacts to natural areas. To lessen impacts, there should be consideration of 
constructing a new water line to the East Seneca Turnpike south through the highway right-
of-way to the nearby City pumping station.  
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 This DDR/DEIS provides a comprehensive analysis of potential environmental effects—
including noise, air quality, traffic, property effects, etc.—throughout the Project Area, which 
includes the Loretto Health and Rehabilitation Center campus (see Chapters 5 and 6). This 
DDR/DEIS describes mitigation measures where adverse effects are identified. The Project 
would not cause an impact to vital utilities. NYSDOT is aware of the City water main, which is 
carried by the existing East Glen Avenue bridge to provide water service to the site. The work 
required under the Community Grid Alternative would be done in a manner that assures the 
water supply is maintained during and after construction. NYSDOT will continue to coordinate 
with Loretto staff regarding the design of the I-81/I-481 interchange and any potential effects 
to utilities that serve the center. 

 Home and other property owners should be informed and engaged with respect to potential 
acquisitions and property impacts. Clarification should be given as to how much advanced 
notice should be given prior to acquisitions and displacements. There has been no 
communication with respect to potential impacts at 436 Martin Luther King East. 

 New York State’s Eminent Domain Procedure Law (EDPL) details the process NYSDOT must 
follow to provide the opportunity for public participation in the planning of public projects 
necessitating the exercise of eminent domain giving due regard to the legitimate interests of 
private property owners, local communities, and the quality of the environment; and to that 
end promotes and facilitates recognition and careful consideration of those interests, and 
ensures equal treatment to all property owners. FHWA and NYSDOT must also follow the 
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act to ensure 
that owners of property to be acquired and persons displaced as a result are treated fairly 
and consistently. NYSDOT will comply with both to provide notice of any public hearing, to 
hold a public hearing prior to any property acquisition, and give any person who attends the 
public hearing the opportunity to present an oral and/or written statement. Section 9.3 of this 
DDR/DEIS describes the public engagement undertaken to date, which included information 
on potential building acquisitions, displacement, and relocation. Potential land acquisition, 
displacement, and relocation as a result of the Project are discussed in Section 6-3-1 of this 
DDR/DEIS. 

5-6 LOCAL AND REGIONAL ECONOMIES 

 The City of Syracuse requests that NYSDOT continue to work collaboratively with regional 
and suburban communities to address concerns including but not limited the impact of traffic 
changes to Salina area businesses in the Interstate 81 corridor.  

 NYSDOT will continue to work collaboratively with regional and suburban communities to 
address their concerns. 

 There must be a detailed study of the regional economic consequences of the Community 
Grid Alternative, including its effects on residents and businesses in Northside, Destiny USA, 
and the Towns of Salina and Cicero. The study should examine the loss of jobs, changes to 
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properties, and loss of tax revenues. Also specify what third party firm has been engaged to 
conduct the study. The businesses in the Town of Salina would like to host a meeting to 
discuss the impacts of the Community Grid Alternative. 

 In response to comments received following publication of the preliminary DDR/DEIS, 
NYSDOT prepared a more detailed, supplemental analysis of the potential effects of the 
Community Grid Alternative to changes in travel patterns and travel times on business 
operations (see Appendix D-2). The analysis considers the potential benefits and effects of 
the Community Grid Alternative on local and regional economics. This includes the potential 
for induced growth and economic benefits as well as the potential for indirect business 
displacement, including types of businesses that are highly dependent on pass-by traffic and 
their proximity to interstate highways. Northside, Destiny USA, and the Towns of Salina and 
Cicero are included in the study area for the economic analysis. Refer to Section 6-3-2 and 
Appendix D-2 for more information. NYSDOT’s consultant team, which prepared the 
analysis, includes highly trained professional planners and economists. Section 9.3 of this 
DDR/DEIS describes the public engagement undertaken to date, including meetings with 
stakeholders. NYSDOT will continue to engage with stakeholders as the Project advances.  

 The DDR/DEIS does not demonstrate the economic benefits of the Community Grid 
Alternative in the City of Syracuse, including Downtown, the Almond Street corridor, and 
Southside. Any new economic activity under the Community Grid Alternative will attract 
businesses away from other parts of the City. Re-routing I-81 along existing I-481 would 
adversely affect the quality of life and property values in DeWitt, East Syracuse, Minoa, and 
other eastern suburbs due to increased traffic, noise, and air pollution. 

 Sections 6-3-2.4.1 and 6-3-2.4.4 of this DDR/DEIS describe the potential economic benefits 
of the Community Grid Alternative, including the potential for redevelopment of excess land 
and lack of secondary/indirect effects on businesses in the metropolitan region. This 
DDR/DEIS did not identify any adverse direct or indirect effects from the Community Grid 
Alternative on social or economic conditions in the South, East, or North I-481 Study Areas. 
In response to comments received following publication of the preliminary DDR/DEIS in April 
2019, NYSDOT prepared a more detailed, supplemental analysis of the effects of changes in 
travel patterns and travel times on business operations under the Community Grid Alternative 
(see Appendix D-2). The analysis considers the potential benefits and effects of both build 
alternatives on the local and regional economies in Section 6-3-2.  

This DDR/DEIS also did not identify any adverse effects on air quality in these study areas 
(see Section 6-4-4 and Appendix G). The analysis did identify adverse effects from highway 
noise, and as a result noise abatement was considered where noise impacts are predicted to 
occur. Noise barriers that meet FHWA and NYSDOT noise policy feasibility and 
reasonableness criteria are recommended at locations in the I-481 South, East, and North 
Study Areas (see Section 6-46 and Appendix H). 
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 The Community Grid Alternative will adversely impact real estate values in suburban 
communities, including those near the existing I-481. 

 Changes in property values along I-481 as a result of this Project are not anticipated. This 
DDR/DEIS identifies adverse noise effects as the only potential adverse effects along this 
corridor, and noise barriers are recommended to abate these. The Project would otherwise 
not result in adverse effects (e.g., substantial changes in land use, the removal of numerous 
structures, the removal of substantial vegetation or other natural features). Potential adverse 
environmental effects and potential measures to mitigate these effects are discussed in 
Chapter 6 of this DDR/DEIS. 

 The Community Grid Alternative will adversely impact freight movement and the businesses 
that rely on freight movement. 

 Section 6-3-2.4.1 of this DDR/DEIS presents an assessment of potential changes in freight 
movement as a result of the Community Grid Alternative. This DDR/DEIS examined the 
locations of major freight facilities in the metropolitan area as well as the primary routes of 
access to these facilities. This DDR/DEIS also examined potential changes in travel times to 
these locations under the Community Grid Alternative. This DDR/DEIS concludes that while 
there may be some modest increase in travel time for freight operations from certain origins 
or destinations, there would not be an overall adverse impact to the movement of freight or 
related industries. Section 6-3-2.4.1 presents a table of potential travel times for freight 
operators under the Community Grid Alternative. 

 Substantial investments and improvements have been made to the property bounded by Bear 
Street, Solar Street, Clinton Street, and Court Street for future development, and the proposed 
entrance and exit ramps and relocated Court Street would affect development potential on 
the site and the ability of local roadways to accommodate future traffic to the site. Roads 
would need to be widened, requiring additional land acquisition. The Court Street bridge was 
recently reconstructed and realigned with Kirkpatrick Street to support Inner Harbor 
development, and breaking this continuity would affect traffic flow to this area. While the 
southbound Genant Street to I-81 entrance ramp needs to be improved, the Lodi Street 
corridor, with enhancements, could provide for the safe and convenient access to I-81 North. 

 The proposed changes in the North Clinton Street/Court Street area are essentially the same 
for both the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives. They would result in minimal right-of-
way effects, primarily consisting of temporary easements to construct sidewalks. The 
proposed realignment of Court Street to its historic alignment would mitigate the current 
operational and safety issues that are caused by the existing, severely skewed intersection. In 
addition, the realignment of Court Street would result in improved traffic flow to and from BL 
81. Traffic analysis presented in Sections 5.5.1 and 5.6.1 demonstrates that access in the 
area would be enhanced and not negatively affected by the proposed changes. Therefore, 
these improvements would have little effect on the availability of developable property in this 
area. 
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 The economic analysis in the EIS must be expanded as follows: 

• The analysis should identify the impacts that the extensive modifications being considered 
for Interstate 81 in Onondaga County would have on the regional economy. 

• The scope should include the full Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), not just the narrowly 
defined Project Area that is identified in the DDR/DEIS. 

• The analysis should evaluate the network of direct and indirect impacts, including 
revenues and expenses of local governments. 

• The study should be conducted by a professional economic research organization.  

 NYSDOT’s consultant team includes highly trained professional planners and economists 
who prepared the study of the Project on local and regional economies, documented in 
Section 6-3-2 of this DDR/DEIS. In response to public comment, these experts prepared a 
more detailed economic analysis for the Community Grid Alternative (see Appendix D-2). 
Section 6-3-1 of this DDR/DEIS examines the potential effects of property acquisitions on the 
local tax base and effects of direct residential and commercial displacement, and Section 6-
3-2.4.3 describes indirect effects on businesses from potential changes in traffic volumes and 
travel times.  

This DDR/DEIS considers the local and regional economic effects of both Project build 
alternatives on a broad study area. The local study area used to evaluate potential economic 
effects includes I-81 from just south of to just north of the I-481 interchanges, the entirety of I-
481, and adjacent neighborhoods and towns along these highway corridors. The regional 
study area encompasses the City of Syracuse, Onondaga County, and the 5-County Region 
(Onondaga County, Oswego County, Cayuga County, Cortland County, and Madison 
County). In response to public comments, expanded economic study areas were considered 
for the Community Grid Alternative, which include key destinations and locations, adjacent to 
or near the above study areas, that could experience increases or decreases in consumer 
base due to changes in travel time and traffic volumes under that alternative.  

Annual average daily traffic (AADT), the Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation 
Handbook, 2nd Edition, the Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council Regional Travel 
Demand Model, and StreetLight data were used to understand exiting travel patterns and 
project the anticipated changes in travel times and traffic volumes within the expanded study 
areas. The analysis considered properties along roadways, interstate interchanges, and 
specific business districts where changes in traffic patterns could alter market conditions by 
increasing or decreasing access and potential consumer base.  

 The preliminary DDR/DEIS did not adequately address the effects of the Community Grid 
Alternative on businesses along the existing I-81 corridor and adjacent towns and villages. 
The removal of I-81 as a high-speed access into and through downtown Syracuse as 
proposed under the Community Grid Alternative would destroy businesses both north and 
south of the City of Syracuse.  
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The Community Grid option would be devastating to individual businesses and to the local 
economy as a whole. The proposed I-481 detour would add several miles and additional travel 
time to the commutes of both our employees and our guests. Customers choose our locations 
based on ease of access to our hotels, as well as many of the various attractions in our region. 
Any diversion or detour from this traffic pattern will undoubtedly result in the loss of revenue 
and ultimately jobs; in addition to the loss of assessment reductions, there would be reduced 
property tax revenues and a reduction in sales and room occupancy tax collections. 

 This DDR/DEIS includes an expanded analysis of the indirect economic effects of the 
Community Grid Alternative (see Section 6-3-2.4.3 and Appendix D-2). This DDR/DEIS 
examines the potential to indirectly affect revenues at several notable retail and commercial 
corridors along I-81 and I-481 within Syracuse, as well as north, south, and east of the City. 
The analysis concluded that changes in travel times and volumes would not adversely affect 
businesses at most locations within the study areas. 

This DDR/DEIS considered the effects near Interchanges 23 and 25, where there are a super-
regional shopping center, a large concentration of hotels, and other highway-dependent uses, 
in more detail. The Community Grid Alternative would not result in the indirect displacement 
of one or more of the hotels near Interchanges 23 and 25 for the following reasons: 

• The hotels would continue to be strategically located within the market. The hotels would 
continue to be well positioned to capture east-west trips on I-90 as well as southbound 
trips on I-81 connecting with I-90. The hotels would be easily accessible from the portion 
of BL 81 north of Downtown Syracuse. In addition, the hotels would continue to be within 
close proximity to the airport, Destiny USA, and Downtown Syracuse. 

• The hotels’ national branding provides marketing capability to remain prominent 
regionally. Online presence, combined with mobile apps and wayfinding, reduces these 
hotels’ dependence on capturing consumer trips through visual recognition and at-the-
moment visitation decisions. 

• The projected 1.3 percent decrease in consumer trips represents a very small portion of 
total bookings. The 14 hotels near the interchanges have higher performance metrics in 
terms of average occupancy rate and revPAR as compared with the Syracuse market as 
a whole, suggesting that a slight decrease in bookings would not jeopardize their viability. 

This DDR/DEIS projects that changes in travel times under the Community Grid Alternative 
would not be substantial enough to detract visitors from Destiny USA due to its attractiveness 
as a super-regional retail and entertainment destination. This DDR/DEIS states that some 
highway-dependent uses near Interchange 25 could be vulnerable to lost revenues as a result 
of the diversion of some traffic to I-481 (future I-81). Refer to Section 6-3-2.4.3 and Appendix 
D-2 for more information. 

 Mitigation is only mentioned for businesses in the study area. The intent of the Community 
Grid Alternative is to re-route through-traffic around the City. The businesses that are currently 
north of the Central Study Area rely on through-traffic and would be extremely negatively 
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impacted by the Community Grid Alternative. The economic effects of re-routing the traffic 
must be reflected in the DDR/DEIS.  

 See responses to Comments 3-133, 5-26, 5-27, 5-41 through 5-45, and 5-47. 

 A special fund should be established to provide financial assistance as necessary for: 

• Communities and businesses that may experience a reduction in traffic, developing new 
opportunities to invest in "demand drivers" to increase visibility for visitation and overnight 
stays. 

• Urban design assistance to enhance all communities adjacent to the highway. 
• Implementing a comprehensive, holistic, mixed-use and mixed-income revitalization plan 

for the East Adams neighborhood.  
• Mitigating the loss of parking in the City of Syracuse.  

 The potential beneficial and adverse effects of the Project on neighborhood character, land 
use, regional and local economies, visual resources, and parking are discussed in Sections 
6-2-1, 6-3-1, 6-3-2, 6-4-3, and 5.6, respectively. Measures to mitigate adverse effects are 
also discussed within the respective sections. The establishment of a special fund to address 
the four listed items is beyond the scope of this Project.  

 To reduce commercial and industrial freight traffic in the area of BL 81 and I-690, can funds 
be directed to fully building out a publicly sponsored business park/warehouse and distribution 
center/Inland Port in the Town of DeWitt/Manlius CSX rail area at Kirkville Road with direct 
ramp/highway access to I-481/new I-81? A modern business park would be a major attraction 
and magnet for logistics activity in the community as well as a generator of new property tax 
revenue for the host communities.  

 This proposal is outside the scope of the I-81 Viaduct Project and beyond NYSDOT’s 
authority. 

 This mega-project will require cross-organizational cooperation to develop a marketing 
campaign, so the public knows that Downtown is “open for business.” NYSDOT should 
establish a fund from which our community can draw from to support this mega-initiative as 
well as develop tools to advise our businesses on what to expect while construction is 
underway. 

 Measures to minimize effects of the Project related to community character and economic 
considerations are summarized in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS. These include developing a 
construction communications plan, establishing a project outreach center to disseminate 
construction information, and keeping local business and the public informed throughout 
construction. 
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 Business loops encourage "inverse sprawl," helping to build up business districts just as 
bypassing highways build up suburbs. Interstate 83 Business Loop in York, Pennsylvania is 
an example of this. Since I-81 passes through multiple business districts, that benefit of BL 
81 should be mentioned. It would be a good idea to present a BL 81 shield at public meetings 
to help attendees visualize this effect. 

 As described in Section 6-3-2, the traffic on BL 81 would be at street level and at lower 
speeds. Businesses on BL 81 south of I-690 would experience an increase in pass-by 
potential customers, which could marginally benefit sales for businesses able to capture sales 
from street-level traffic. Furthermore, the business loop designation may attract through 
travelers on I-81 looking for convenience retail and restaurant uses.  

A BL 81 “shield” (sign denoting the route number of a highway) has been developed, used in 
displays at public meetings (public meeting materials are available on the project website at 
https://www.dot.ny.gov/i81opportunities) and integrated into the DDR/DEIS graphics, as 
applicable. Refer to figures associated with Section 3.4.3. 

5-7 HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 Historic and other important buildings should be preserved or relocated. Demolition of these 
structures would counter recent revitalization efforts in the City. The Project should not 
remove St. John the Evangelist Church, which is used by the Samaritan Center to assist 
homeless populations and which works with InterFaith Works to help refugees in crisis from 
many parts of the world. Demolition of the Learbury building would be a loss to the history of 
Syracuse. 

 As required under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, NYSDOT has refined 
the Project alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse effects to historic resources to the extent 
practicable. The Community Grid Alternative (identified as the Preferred Alternative) would 
require the acquisition and demolition of four buildings, none of which are historic properties. 
The Community Grid Alternative would retain the National Register eligible St. John the 
Evangelist Church and the Learbury Centre, a contributing resource to the National Register 
listed North Salina Street Historic District Expansion (see Section 6-4-1 of this DDR/DEIS). 
The Viaduct Alternative proposes the acquisition of 24 buildings, including 10 historic 
properties (11 historic buildings). The Viaduct Alternative would demolish the Learbury Centre 
to accommodate geometrical improvements on I-81, but it would avoid the demolition of St. 
John the Evangelist Church. 

 NYSDOT and the State Historic Preservation Office should reconsider the Pioneer Homes 
complex’s eligibility for listing on the National Register. The complex is historically significant 
and retains integrity.  

 In response to comments from members of the public and Section 106 consulting parties, 
FHWA and NYSDOT engaged in additional consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) regarding a reassessment of National Register eligibility for the Pioneer 
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Homes. Taking these comments into consideration, the SHPO reaffirmed the existing 
determination that the Pioneer Homes is not eligible for the National Register due to a loss of 
integrity. In a letter dated February 24, 2020, the SHPO noted that the destruction of two 
ranges of the complex for the original construction of I-81 resulted in the loss of important 
elements in its symmetrical site plan and drastic changes in the setting. In addition, there have 
been alterations to key, character-defining architectural features of the property. As a result 
of these changes, the Pioneer Homes complex does not meet the criteria for National Register 
eligibility as outlined in the National Park Service Multiple Property Document entitled "Public 
Housing in the United States" (see correspondence in Appendix E-7 of this DDR/DEIS). 

 The Area of Potential Effects (APE) should be expanded around the I-81/I-481 interchange 
and elsewhere along I-481 to address potential secondary effects on historic properties. 
Historic properties within an expanded APE in this area should include the historic Jewish 
cemeteries along Jamesville Road in the Town of Onondaga (Workmen's Circle, Anshe Sford, 
Ahavath Achim, and Chevra Shas). The elevation of the cemeteries on a hillside that faces I-
481 could expose them to increased noise and pollution from a busier I-481. In addition, Clark 
Reservation, a historic New York State Park, and the Old Erie Canal State Historic Park 
should be included in the APE for the same reasons. 

 Factors considered in the development of the APE for the Project include topography, 
distance from the Project, and building heights within the Project Area. The methodology used 
to define the APE for this Project, in consultation with the SHPO, is described in 
Appendix E-1 of this DDR/DEIS. As a result of design modifications to the Community Grid 
Alternative that occurred after September 2018, minor updates have been made to the APE, 
which were determined in a manner consistent with the methodology previously referenced. 
The I-481 East Study Area was amended to include the existing I-481 Interchange 3, and the 
Old Erie Canal State Historic Park was included in the APE due to its proximity to proposed 
improvements in the vicinity of this interchange. Also, the APE was expanded to include the 
proposed location of Noise Barrier 1A&B. 

Amending the APE to include the Clark Reservation and the historic Jewish cemeteries along 
Jamesville Road is not supported by the modeling that analyzed traffic noise levels. That 
analysis indicates that the majority of receivers that would have a perceptible noise level 
increase are located within the Central Study Area, where there would be changes to the 
physical width or location of the viaduct (see Section 6-4-6). Since neither of the build 
alternatives would introduce auditory effects to the setting of Clark Reservation or the 
cemeteries along Jamesville Road, the APE was not amended in this area.  

A potential increase in air pollution is outside the scope of Section 106 review, since an 
increase in pollutants would not affect the National-Register-qualifying features of historic 
properties. Air quality and noise analyses were conducted for the Project and are discussed 
in Sections 6-4-4 and 6-4-6 of this DDR/DEIS, respectively.  
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 Since its construction over 50 years ago, I-81 has had devastating effects on the nationally 
significant Oakwood Cemetery, exacerbating the deterioration of the historic landscape, 
including its vegetation, road system, buildings, and monuments. I-81 has also greatly 
impacted the viability and use of the oldest section of the cemetery closest to I-81, an area 
plagued by vandalism and deterioration. 

 Under Section 106, the assessment of effects is based on the undertaking’s proposed 
changes to the National Register-qualifying characteristics of the historic property, based on 
the existing conditions of the property and its setting. In the vicinity of the Oakwood Cemetery, 
the I-81 Viaduct Project would maintain the existing highway alignment on the embankment 
through this area. While the Project does not mitigate the effects of past actions, it proposes 
no changes that would cause cumulative effects to the Oakwood Cemetery. Implementation 
of the Project would not preclude others from making improvements to the grounds of the 
Oakwood Cemetery as part of an independent, future action. 

5-8 PARKLANDS AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

 Wilson Park must not be a staging site. Both redevelopment options close only a portion of 
Wilson Park, with a replacement facility built on the western edge of the park. Currently the 
DEIS has no outlined plan on how to prevent children from entering the $2 billion staging site. 
As a precautionary principle, it is the responsibility of NYSDOT and its subcontractors to 
ensure the safety of children who may be drawn to the attractive nuisance of construction. 

Beyond the basic safety requirements, the potential for the people who live in this community 
and children—nearly all of whom are children of color—to be exposed to pollutants and other 
debris including harmful dust and dangerous materials, with no government oversight, is 
inherently unjust and highlights the failure of a comprehensive analysis on the impacts to the 
community along the raised viaduct. A park cannot remain open while it serves as the staging 
ground for a massive construction project without putting people at risk. The recommended 
site-specific staging zone reiterates the structural inequality created by the original build and 
further burdens an area of concentrated poverty. 

• Protections need to be created so that no singular neighborhood has an unacceptable 
overload of staging sites or acts as a de facto depot for the larger project, and offer a 
different staging site for the Project. 

• Alternatively, Wilson Park should not be a partial staging site. If the park must be a staging 
site, the entire park must be closed. A new recreational facility must be designed, built, 
and constructed within walking distance. 

NYSDOT expects its construction approach to allow the continued operation of Wilson Park 
during the Project. There are concerns about this plan and requests for more information from 
NYSDOT must be shared regarding construction techniques in the area of Wilson Park. 

 The eastern section of Wilson Park is beneath and adjacent to the existing I-81 viaduct. This 
land is developed as sidewalk and park space, but it is mapped as transportation right-of-way. 
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To protect the public during construction, NYSDOT would close the sidewalk (and provide a 
temporary walkway with adequate space and protection from construction) and an adjacent 
strip of parkland. Under both build alternatives, the 20-foot-wide strip along the boundary of 
the 2.1-acre Wilson Park (adjacent to and outside of the State right-of-way) would be used 
during construction as a protective buffer between the park and the construction site. The 
buffer space and active construction site located beneath the existing I-81 viaduct could serve 
as staging areas for equipment staging (e.g., placement of a crane). NYSDOT would require 
the Contractor to secure access to the restricted area to protect public safety. Regarding other 
staging areas, the Contractor would be responsible for final design details, including the 
identification of construction staging sites. This DDR/DEIS assumes that staging for 
construction equipment would occur within transportation right-of-way, properties to be 
acquired, and/or through temporary easements adjacent to the right-of-way throughout the 
Project Area, but additional staging areas could be required.  

NYSDOT has committed to protocols to minimize the effects of construction, including 
technologies to reduce emissions and noise. Specific measures include the use of Ultra Low 
Sulfur Diesel (ULSD) fuel to operate all diesel engines; applying products and materials 
including vegetative cover, mulch, and spray adhesives on soil surfaces to prevent airborne 
mobilization of soil particles as well as water sprinkling and wheel washing; ensuring that 
diesel powered engines are located away from building air conditioners and windows; limiting 
the idle time for diesel-powered equipment to three consecutive minutes for delivery and dump 
trucks and all other diesel-powered equipment with limited exceptions; implementing a noise 
monitoring program during construction; restricting the use of impact and drilling equipment 
including pile drivers, jackhammers, hoe rams, core drills, direct push soil probes (e.g., 
Geoprobe), pavement breakers, pneumatic tools, and rock drills when reasonable; and 
coordinating work operations to coincide with periods that would least affect neighboring 
residences and businesses. Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS identifies measures that NYSDOT 
would require to mitigate construction emissions and noise. Upon the completion of 
construction, NYSDOT would return the area to parkland along with several improvements to 
the park. 

The Project’s effects on Wilson Park were reviewed with the Syracuse Department of Parks, 
Recreation, and Youth Programs and the Syracuse Housing Authority, and the mitigation 
measures were developed in consultation with these agencies. Refer to Appendix N of this 
DDR/DEIS for correspondence from these stakeholders in support of the proposed mitigation 
measures. 

 The old train station platform at Burnet Avenue is undergoing a major rehabilitation, and 
continuing investments should consider whether this building will be demolished with Project. 
Consider repurposing the old train station at Burnet Avenue rather than demolishing it. The 
structure could be transformed into a park, like the High Line in New York City, and provide 
green space for the Hawley-Green District.  
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 Neither the Viaduct Alternative nor the Community Grid Alternative would result in demolition 
of the New York Central Railroad Passenger Station, but the Viaduct Alternative would result 
in demolition of the freight station. Repurposing the old train station is outside the scope of 
this Project. However, implementation of the Viaduct Alternative or Community Grid 
Alternative would not preclude others from repurposing the passenger station as part of a 
future, independent action. 

 Incorporate green space and community gardens. Provide parks in vacant blocks left by 
removal of the viaduct.  

 While the Project would result in new green space along certain segments, the creation of 
additional formal parks and community gardens is beyond the scope of the Project.  

5-9 VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETIC CONSIDERATIONS 

 In the North Study Area, the preliminary DEIS states that “road and ramp improvements would 
result in infrastructure at heights up to 30 feet higher than existing.” Clarify where these 
increased heights would be located. 

 Under the Community Grid Alternative, the new southbound I-81 mainline would ascend to 
pass over northbound BL 81 and northbound New York State Route 481 before descending 
to the existing grade along the current southbound I-481 alignment. Refer to the profiles in 
Appendix A-1 (Northern Interchange drawings PR-CG-H7-13 to 17). 

 The Project should not include accommodations for trucks at the expense of visual quality for 
surrounding communities. 

 The I-81 Viaduct Project does not include special accommodations for trucks, but it does 
incorporate design standards to provide safe travel for the traveling public, including trucks. 
The design features are incorporated in the Visual Impact Assessment for the I-81 Viaduct 
Project (see Appendix F of this DDR/DEIS). 

 NYSDOT should maintain a focus on aesthetics and protect our community’s character and 
cultural assets as the Project progresses. 

 Aesthetic and gateway treatments have been and will continue to be an important 
consideration as the Project’s design progresses and are discussed further in Section 5.5.4 
of this DDR/DEIS. Both the Viaduct Alternative and the Community Grid Alternative provide 
aesthetic enhancements. The design concepts and possibilities for landscape and 
environmental enhancements would be fully developed and refined as design progresses. 
Streetscape and gateway enhancements are considered as part of the design. New bridges 
would conform to the NYSDOT Bridge Manual standards and would incorporate aesthetic 
treatments where appropriate. See Sections 6-2-1, 6-4-1, and 6-4-3 for further discussion. 
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5-10 AIR QUALITY, ENERGY, AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

 The EIS must describe the effects of the Project alternatives on air quality. 

 This DDR/DEIS includes a detailed analysis of the potential air quality effects of the Project 
using USEPA, FHWA, and NYSDOT methodologies. The analysis considers air quality during 
construction as well as near- and long-term conditions once the Project’s construction is 
completed (see Section 6-4-4). 

 There will be added fuel costs for drivers and for trucking companies with the re-routing of I-
81 under the Community Grid Alternative. The additional mileage will also increase insurance 
rates for truckers. With the Community Grid Alternative, fuel consumption and related air 
quality impacts would be much higher because fuel consumption rates are higher for vehicles 
in slow traffic than on highways. 

 This DDR/DEIS includes an analysis of the Community Grid Alternative, which accounts for 
changes in travel patterns for trucks, and this DDR/DEIS does not identify any adverse effects 
on air quality. The effects of the Community Grid Alternative on freight movement are 
addressed in Section 6-3-2.4.1, and the analysis did not conclude that there would be 
adverse effects to their continued operations. 

 The Community Grid Alternative will create traffic congestion that degrades air quality. 

 This DDR/DEIS includes a detailed analysis of the potential air quality effects of the 
Community Grid Alternative using USEPA, FHWA, and NYSDOT methodologies. The 
analysis concluded that the Community Grid Alternative would not result in adverse effects 
on air quality within the Project Area (see Section 6-4-4.4). 

 There must be mitigation for the poor air quality at the intersection of Almond and Harrison 
Streets. 

 This DDR/DEIS did not identify adverse air quality effects of the Viaduct or Community Grid 
Alternative at the intersection of Almond and Harrison Streets (see Sections 6-4-4.3 and 6-
4-4.4). Therefore, mitigation is not required. Under the Viaduct Alternative, particulate matter 
concentrations would not be substantially different from concentrations projected under the 
No Build Alternative, as the background concentrations were the dominant component in the 
total concentrations. Under the Community Grid Alternative, particulate matter concentrations 
at Almond and Harrison Streets are predicted to decrease compared to the No Build 
Alternative and would not exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

 The Community Grid Alternative will adversely impact air quality along the existing I-481 when 
it becomes I-81 and traffic is re-routed to it. 
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 As documented in Section 6-4-4 of this DDR/DEIS, an air quality analysis was conducted for 
the Project using USEPA, FHWA, and NYSDOT methodologies. Based on screening 
thresholds established in NYSDOT’s The Environmental Manual, a detailed air quality 
analysis at locations along I-481 was not warranted for the Community Grid Alternative, and 
therefore, it is concluded that the alternative would not result in adverse air quality effects at 
locations along I-481 (see Section 6-4-4.4).  

 The Community Grid Alternative will greatly benefit air quality for residents of Syracuse by 
removing the viaduct and re-routing traffic to I-481. 

 As shown in Sections 6-4-4.3 and 6-4-4.4 of this DDR/DEIS, neither the Viaduct Alternative 
nor the Community Grid Alternative would result in adverse effects on air quality. 

 Prevention strategies should be developed to reduce exposure to traffic emissions after 
construction is complete; these could include mitigation techniques such as roadside barriers 
and land use policies that limit new development close to heavily trafficked roads. The 
following should also be considered:  

• School site location and design as recommended by USEPA. 
• Installing and maintaining air ventilation systems and other emissions mitigation strategies 

as recommended by USEPA, to protect children at the school now and in the future. 

 No substantial permanent/operational air quality effects were identified for either the Viaduct 
Alternative or Community Grid Alternative. Therefore, no mitigation measures are warranted. 

 The BL 81 interchange with MLK, Jr., East must be at least 600 feet from STEAM @ Dr. King. 
NYSDOT cannot move forward with plans for an access ramp within 600 feet of the school. 
The DEIS states that neither redevelopment option will have permanent cumulative or indirect 
impacts on local school systems. Notwithstanding this claim, the current plan for the 
Community Grid Alternative places an interchange directly adjacent to STEAM@ Dr. King 
Elementary School and would place an unreasonable amount of congested and heavy traffic 
immediately adjacent to the Dr. King Elementary School and a residential neighborhood. This 
situation appears to violate good design standards and environmental justice requirements. 

NYSDOT must adopt mitigation measures and protection plan to protect students, teachers, 
and families from environmental harm during and after construction of the I-81 replacement. 
Schoolchildren across the U.S. are plagued by air pollution that is linked to multiple brain-
related problems, with air pollution exposure drawn along racial lines. While Black children 
make up 16 percent of all U.S. public school students, more than a quarter of them attend the 
schools worst affected by air pollution. By contrast, White children comprise 52 percent of the 
public school system but only 28 percent of those attend the highest risk schools. This 
disparity remains even when the urban-rural divide is accounted for. We have a unique 
opportunity to rid this neighborhood school from being sited within 500 to 600 feet of a major 
roadway. There are the following concerns regarding the proposed interchange: 
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• Currently, 23 states have restrictions siting new schools near major roadways, 7 of which 
prohibit the siting of schools near roadways with very limited exceptions. 

• USEPA findings confirm that roadways influence air quality within about 500 to 600 feet 
downwind from the vicinity of heavily traveled roadways; air quality is of special importance 
for the growing and developing bodies and brains of children. In addition, Syracuse has 
high asthma rates among children; this impacts their ability to attend school and to learn 
and could be aggravated by vehicle emissions. 

• While roundabouts are ideal in many circumstances for their traffic-calming capacity, the 
potential for a heightened number of cars making turns at a major thoroughfare is cause 
for concern. Given the number of activities that occur outside the standard school day at 
neighborhood schools (including before- and after-school programs, meetings, and 
events) and the high level of pedestrian traffic involved, the interchange must be sited at 
a location farther away from a school. 

 NYSDOT developed the design of the roundabout under the Community Grid Alternative in 
consideration of its proximity to the school and the ability to modify the roadway within the 
allotted space between other existing roads. BL 81 would be a 30 mph City street with 
estimated traffic volumes of 30,000 to 40,000 vehicles per day, and it would be farther from 
the school than the current highway. Moving BL 81 farther east would be problematic from an 
engineering perspective due to the location of the rail line and hill. The roundabout was 
located as far to the east as practicable without compromising the railroad. For the roundabout 
construction, the profile of MLK, Jr. East would be modified, but there would be no impact to 
the existing parking lot on the east side of Dr. King Elementary School, and access to and 
from MLK, Jr. East would be maintained. MLK, Jr. East would be reconfigured with a shared-
use (bicycle/pedestrian) path on its north side, from Leon Street to the roundabout, where the 
shared-use path would continue along the west side of BL 81 northward to the intersection of 
Van Buren Street and Almond Street. In addition, the existing sidewalks on both sides of MLK, 
Jr. East between Oakwood Avenue and Leon Street would be reconstructed. 

As discussed in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS, several construction protocols would be in place 
to protect the health and safety of the public, including the students and faculty of Dr. King 
Elementary School (see the response to Comment 5-98 for more information). This includes 
the implementation of an air quality monitoring program during construction. 

An air quality analysis was conducted for the Project (see Section 6-4-4.3 of this DDR/DEIS). 
Both operational and construction effects were analyzed. The analysis concluded that the 
Community Grid Alternative would not result in adverse operational effects related to 
particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) concentrations (i.e., the predicted concentrations would 
not exceed the USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards). For the analysis of 
construction effects, the MLK, Jr. East area was selected as a representative location. Both 
emissions from on-site construction equipment and emissions from construction-related traffic 
diversions were included in the analysis. While construction activities would temporarily 
generate emissions from equipment and fugitive dust from ground disturbance, the maximum 
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predicted air quality concentrations (PM2.5 and PM10) would be lower than the applicable 
USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 Increased travel times would increase air pollution. Increased traffic, as well as bringing traffic 
from the viaduct to surface streets, would increase emissions on City streets.  

 The air quality analyses (see Sections 6-4-4.3 and 6-4-4.4) show that neither the Viaduct 
Alternative nor the Community Grid Alternative would result in adverse effects on regional 
(mesoscale) or local (microscale) air quality in the Project Area. 

5-11 NOISE 

 Conduct a full examination of noise impacts along current portions of I-81, West Street, as 
well as the current I-481 corridor. There is concern about the increased noise due to increased 
traffic on and potential widening of the re-routed I-81 (on existing I-481) with the Community 
Grid Alternative, as well as the removal of mature vegetation along the re-routed I-81. Specific 
areas identified included residential areas near Interchange 4 (I-481/I-690), Interchange 3 
(Routes 5 and 92), the northern I 81/I-481 interchange (including Brigadier Road), and along 
I-481 between I-90 and Northern Boulevard. 

 Section 6-4-6 of this DDR/DEIS describes the detailed analysis of the potential noise effects, 
considering the traffic level anticipated under both build alternatives and whether noise 
barriers are feasible and reasonable in areas where FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 
exceedances were identified. All the specific areas identified in the comment were included 
in the noise study area. This DDR/DEIS recommends noise barriers at several locations, as 
shown in figures in Sections 6-4-6.4.5 and 6-4-6.5.5. Tables in Sections 6-4-6.4.5 and 
6-4-6.5.5 indicate the results of the feasibility and reasonableness criteria for each barrier 
considered. Vegetation removal is described and considered in Section 6-4-8 and traffic and 
transportation considerations are described in Chapter 5. 

 Proposed noise barriers near the ramp from I-481 to southbound I-81 need to account for 
topography; there is a steep slope, and if the barrier is at the bottom of the slope, it won't be 
effective. 

 Noise barriers are designed to abate noise effects to the extent practicable. Topography was 
considered when evaluating the appropriate height and length of each noise barrier 
considered. 

 Increased noise could adversely affect property values. The noise study was not accurate and 
suggested that noise barriers need to be extended in some areas compared with what has 
been proposed.  

 This DDR/DEIS identified potential noise impacts, which are disclosed in Section 6-4-6 of 
this DDR/DEIS. FHWA and NYSDOT prepared a detailed analysis of whether noise barriers 
would be feasible and reasonable as per FHWA and NYSDOT noise policy in areas where 
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noise impacts were identified, presented these results in the preliminary DDR/DEIS (April 
2019) and in this DDR/DEIS, and held four noise barrier meetings for benefited receivers to 
share the results and locations of recommended noise walls, along with visualizations of 
representative noise barriers. This DDR/DEIS recommends noise barriers at several locations 
as shown in the figures in Sections 6-4-6.4.5 and 6-4-6.5.5. See response to Comment 5-
42 with respect to adverse noise effects and property values.  

 Noise barriers should also be aesthetically pleasing and better represented at community 
meetings. 

 The design of the noise barriers including aesthetic details would be developed in final design.  
Noise barriers would be designed in accordance with NYSDOT Noise Policy. NYSDOT 
hosted four noise barrier meetings for benefited receivers. These meetings included display 
boards with visualizations of representative noise barriers. 

 Use new green technology noise barriers that also help relieve carbon dioxide emissions. 
Work with local residents to develop a plan to design and install sound attenuation measures, 
where appropriate, that also provide environmental benefits (e.g., vegetation for filtering 
pollutants, solar panels to generate electricity, cooling/storm water retention, etc.). 

 The design of the noise barriers including aesthetic details would be developed in final design. 
Noise barriers would be designed in accordance with NYSDOT Noise Policy. See response 
to Comment 5-78 with respect to public outreach related to noise barriers. 

 Describe what noise, air, visual, and water pollution abatement measures will be done. 

 Chapter 6 describes the social, economic, and environmental effects of the alternatives and 
identifies the potential for their adverse effects, if any. Where adverse effects are identified, 
mitigation measures are discussed. Table 4-7 presents mitigation and abatement measures 
associated with noise, air, visual, and water resources during construction. 

 The public outreach and input process followed for the noise barriers is inadequate. The 
NYSDOT did not include context or information about the impacts of noise pollution in publicly 
distributed mailers. They did not present any other options for abatement, essentially making 
the decision for the community: take this wall or take nothing. It does not fully incorporate the 
viewpoints of stakeholders who may be impacted by noise from the I-81 Viaduct Project. What 
has been the return-rate for the voting required to install the noise barriers? The noise wall 
letters were an unsatisfactory means for reaching people in Southside. Additional means 
should be used to engage Southside residents in the noise wall decision process. It is also 
important to engage Northside neighborhood residents to let them know the importance of 
participating in this process. 

 The solicitation of viewpoints of those who would be “benefited” by the proposed noise 
barriers (e.g., receive a noise reduction of at least 5 dB(A)) was conducted consistent with 
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NYSDOT Noise Policy and FHWA guidance. Approximately 679 mailings were sent to the 
benefited receptors, containing an invitation to attend one (or more) of four noise barrier 
meetings; an informational brochure; a noise barrier ballot; and a pre-addressed/postage paid 
return envelope. Two of the noise barrier meetings were held in July 2019 and two were held 
in August 2019 (see Chapter 6, Section 6-4-6, Table 6-4-6-15). To convey information on 
the Project and its effects on traffic noise levels, the noise analysis process, and the proposed 
locations of noise barriers, the meetings included a PowerPoint presentation and 
approximately 30 informational boards on display. In addition, Project team members were 
on hand to respond to questions and to provide information to assist owners and residents in 
making an informed decision. The majority of responses received through the first mailing 
favored the installation of noise barriers. However, NYSDOT did not receive an acceptable 
number of responses from the first noise barrier mailing and will be sending out a new mailing. 
Additional opportunities to comment on the noise barriers will also be available during the 
public comment period for this DDR/DEIS, including at the public hearings.  

 If the Community Grid Alternative is selected, part of this will include the installation of noise 
barriers on I-81. More information is requested for several barrier locations: 

• One of these barriers is currently proposed to extend to Farrington Road—mile marker 
94.5 approximate. Additional funds should be allocated to extend noise barriers to the end 
of Thurston Drive—mile marker 95.0 approximate.  

• In addition, request an improvement to the noise barrier between 81 and the homes along 
the road from the 481 interchange and the Route 31 exit ramp. A line of pine trees planted 
years ago was never completed. And increased traffic makes the backyards deafening. 

• Why are noise walls 13A and 13B not being considered when it appears possible to install 
them along the highway around Teall Avenue?  

 Noise barriers were considered where adverse traffic noise effects were identified within the 
noise study area under the build conditions for both the Viaduct and Community Grid 
Alternatives. Noise barriers that were deemed both feasible and reasonable under NYSDOT 
Noise Policy were recommended for construction. The homes along Thurston Drive and the 
homes near the I-481 interchange and New York State Route 31 exit ramp are located outside 
the Project’s noise study area and therefore were not considered for noise abatement. Noise 
barriers 13A and 13B were determined to be neither feasible nor reasonable as defined by 
FHWA and NYSDOT Noise Policy (see Section 6-4-6 and Appendix H of this DDR/DEIS for 
more information). 

5-12 WATER RESOURCES 

 What water pollution abatement measures will be included with the Project, and will wetlands 
be protected? 

 Water resources and wetlands effects are described in Section 6-4-7 of this DDR/DEIS for 
both build alternatives. NYSDOT has been coordinating with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
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(NYSDEC) on possible wetland and stream mitigation options under the Community Grid 
Alternative. A conceptual mitigation plan involving a combination of Mud Creek channel 
enhancements in the I-481 North Study Area for the Community Grid Alternative has been 
accepted by USACE and NYSDEC. Additional mitigation/enhancement proposals for State- 
and federally regulated surface waters (i.e., Mud Creek, Ley Creek, and Onondaga Creek) 
include, to the extent practicable, establishing (or enhancing) a buffer of native species 
planted between Mud Creek channel and the right-of-way/edge of pavement. The buffer 
would slow and absorb stormwater runoff, support bank stability, and create and enhance 
habitat. Within Onondaga Creek in the Central Study Area, the effect of the two new stormwater 
trunk line outfalls would be minimized by the creation of energy dissipaters at the outfalls to 
reduce the potential for erosion.  

Under the Viaduct Alternative, the small amount of New York State freshwater wetland effects 
may qualify for a NYSDEC General Permit (GP-0-11-002 under Activity #2, “Permanent and 
temporary placement of earth fills”). State-regulated freshwater wetland work within wetlands 
would need to be permitted under Section 404. As currently proposed, the Viaduct Alternative 
would not cause adverse effects and there would be no loss of open waters. Therefore, no 
State wetland or stream mitigation is proposed. As currently proposed, the permanent loss of 
wetlands under this alternative is minimal (0.01 acres), and therefore, no USACE wetland or 
stream mitigation is required. Water quality and water quantity treatment would be required 
for both build alternatives. Chapter 5 provides calculations and a detailed discussion on 
stormwater BMPs and green infrastructure, such as infiltration basins, pervious pavements, 
vegetative buffers, and other green infrastructure practices that promote ground infiltration. 
However, due to the dense urban nature of the Central Study Area, more compact treatment 
devices also were considered. Water quality treatment for the new bridges and roadway 
pavements would be accommodated through infiltration and detention basins, as space, soil 
conditions, and geology permit, and in hydrodynamic units where space is limited. The 
locations and design of the BMPs would be finalized during final design and would meet all 
requirements of the NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design Manual. All water resource 
mitigation is described in Section 6-4-7. 

 Are there any provisions for the use of green infrastructure and bio-retention facilities to help 
overall storm management practices in the community? 

 The Project would incorporate stormwater BMPs and green infrastructure such as infiltration 
basins, pervious pavements, vegetative buffers, and other green infrastructure practices that 
promote ground infiltration. These would be further refined as design progresses (see 
Section 6-4-7 and Chapter 5 for further details). 

 The Water Resources section mentions that stormwater trunk lines are being added to collect 
stormwater and mentions periodic flooding on I-81 under the Butternut Street bridge. There 
is no reference to correcting the drainage under that bridge. Is that being addressed? 
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 Yes, a spur from the new stormwater trunk line would extend to the Butternut Street area to 
remove the roadway drainage from the combined sewer system, thereby improving drainage 
in the area. 

5-13 GENERAL ECOLOGY AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

No substantive comments were received on this technical area. 

5-14 ASBESTOS AND LEAD 

No substantive comments were received on this technical area. 

5-15 HAZARDOUS WASTE AND CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

No substantive comments were received on this technical area. 

5-16 FARMLANDS 

No substantive comments were received on this technical area. 

5-17 CONSTRUCTION1 

 NYSDOT must address concerns regarding construction impacts, including traffic, air quality, 
exposure to hazardous materials (e.g., lead and asbestos), noise, and debris, particularly in 
proximity to the existing viaduct and within Downtown Syracuse; provide additional details on 
protection of pedestrians and workers during construction, as well as mitigation during 
construction; and share more details regarding plans to address noise, air quality, and safe 
living conditions for residents. NYSDOT should work closely with the City on utility 
infrastructure (in particular, water, sewer, and road infrastructure on detour routes and routes 
adjacent to the Project), public safety (police, fire, and emergency response), and public 
information, as a result of construction. 

 FHWA and NYSDOT are committed to mitigating potential adverse effects that would occur 
as a result of the Project’s construction activities. This DDR/DEIS provides an assessment of 
potential construction effects for each social, economic, and environmental subject area. A 
subsection entitled “Construction Effects” is included at the end of each subject area section 
within Chapter 6. Table 4-7 provides specific commitments to avoid, minimize, or otherwise 
mitigate adverse effects that could result from the Project’s construction. Table 4-7 includes 
specific requirements to mitigate adverse effects to air quality and noise, as well as measures 
to manage traffic and access to businesses and residences and public safety. It also includes 
requirements for the removal, transport, and disposal of contaminated materials, in 
accordance with Federal and State regulations. NYSDOT would coordinate with the City of 
Syracuse, as needed, regarding utility relocations and emergency access during construction. 

 
 

1 Certain construction comments were specific to an environmental topic and have been addressed above. The 
following are more general comments about potential adverse effects during construction. 



I-81 Viaduct Project 
Appendix M: Responses to Comments  

 

 122  

NYSDOT would also establish a public outreach program and point of contact to facilitate the 
sharing of information and collection of feedback during the Project’s construction.  

Sections 5.5.1 and 5.6.1 of this DDR/DEIS discuss traffic conditions during construction for 
the Viaduct Alternative and Community Grid Alternative. For both build alternatives, the 
identified worst-case construction phase was evaluated to ensure that the alternative could 
be built without unmitigable adverse effects on traffic operations.  

 Impacts to Pioneer Homes and Toomey Abbott Towers need to be considered and mitigated. 

 The assessment of construction activities considered sensitive uses near the construction 
zones, including Pioneer Homes and Toomey Abbott Towers. Adverse effects and potential 
mitigation measures have been disclosed for every resource category in their respective 
sections of Chapter 6 of this DDR/DEIS. Measures to avoid, minimize, or otherwise mitigate 
adverse construction effects are shown in Table 4-7. 

 Dust mitigation and monitoring of other particulates (including viruses and bacteria) need to 
be incorporated during construction. Verify dust controls by routine construction site air 
monitoring, as New York City’s remediation program does. 

 This DDR/DEIS discusses potential effects related to air quality and hazardous wastes and 
contaminated materials during construction and measures to minimize these effects. Such 
measures are described in Sections 6-4-4 and 6-4-10. Measures to mitigate construction 
effects, including an air quality monitoring program, are summarized in Table 4-7.  

 Are there options for residents to relocate during construction? NYSDOT must offer market-
rate buyouts, rent subsidies, and/or temporary relocation assistance for people who want to 
move. An easement reassessment must be conducted so that renters receive easement 
payments if they lose access and partial enjoyment of their homes during construction. 

 The temporary relocation of residents during construction is not required for the Viaduct 
Alternative or the Community Grid Alternative. Under the Viaduct Alternative, 54 dwelling units 
would be permanently displaced; the Community Grid Alternative would not displace 
residents. NYSDOT would carry out all property acquisitions in accordance with the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and New York 
State’s Eminent Domain Procedure Law, which includes relocation assistance to owners and 
tenants of affected properties. Sections 6-3-1.3.5 and 6-3-1.4.4 describe the steps that 
NYSDOT would take to acquire property, including communications with property owners and 
tenants.  

 NYSDOT must perform an economic analysis on the direct and indirect impacts to businesses 
during construction to establish a baseline understanding of the impacts construction is 
projected to have on our community members. 
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 Section 6-3-2 and Appendix D-2 examine the effects of construction on local and regional 
economies. 

 NYSDOT should continue its community engagement and outreach, particularly in advance 
of the construction bidding process, to ensure contractors are aware of constituent concerns 
and construction requirements. Contractors must be held accountable to the specified 
approach. Form technical advisory and citizen advisory groups to address questions during 
design and construction such as construction staging areas, dust and noise control, street 
design details, and quality of life for residents. 

 As discussed in Section 4.5 of this DDR/DEIS, several community engagement initiatives 
have been proposed to occur prior to and during construction of the Project; these include 
developing a construction communication program to guide community engagement 
throughout construction. These measures are described in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS. 
Additionally, Chapter 4, Construction Means and Methods of this DDR/DEIS, which is 
available for public review and comment, describes mitigation measures to be implemented 
during construction.   

 Provide mitigation funds to residents under the viaduct during construction.  

 A mitigation fund is not considered as part of the Project. Measures to minimize construction 
effects are described in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS. 

 As a component of the overall construction management plan, NYSDOT should develop a 
congestion management plan while construction is underway. 

 NYSDOT does not perform project-level construction management plans (CMPs). However, 
the Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council identifies regionally significant projects that 
could affect the CMP network, including I-81. The Project includes several recommendations 
in the CMP, including transportation systems management strategies that focus on improving 
operations, such as signal optimization and coordination, new signal installation, intersection 
improvements such as addition of turn lanes, reduction of merges and weaves, etc. However, 
NYSDOT would develop a Traffic Management Plan for the Project as design advances, 
which would include measures to manage congestion during construction, such as those 
described in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.4.1 for the Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives, 
respectively. 

 The Project should employ people within New York State, or local companies and local labor, 
including minorities and women for construction. NYSDOT should also work with the 
community to prioritize creating employment opportunities for local residents. NYSDOT 
should incorporate contract requirements for local hiring. Real-time monitoring performance 
is critical. 

NYSDOT should convene stakeholders in the I-81 Viaduct Project to negotiate the terms and 
enforcement of the I-81 governing documents related to minority contracting and the hiring of 
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workers on I-81. In addition, the group could assist with the recruitment and training of City 
residents to work on the I-81 Viaduct Project. If Project Labor Agreements or Requests for 
Proposals for the I-81 Viaduct Project are developed through a "business as usual" approach, 
under- and unemployed Syracuse residents that would be most impacted by this $2 billion 
project would not benefit significantly from its ladders of opportunity.  

 NYSDOT will continue working with local stakeholders and the FHWA to develop local hiring 
initiatives and opportunities (see Section 9.3 for more information about the job initiatives). 
NYSDOT met with and will continue to share information and solicit input from individuals and 
representatives of organizations that focus on job advocacy, training, and placement, 
including community leaders, union representatives, work force advocates, and training 
organizations such as Urban Jobs Task Force. Topics discussed in these meetings have 
included how to devise methods to promote the use of a local work force and develop job 
training programs. As a result of received input, training programs are underway and others 
are being developed to provide both classroom and hands-on training for highway-
construction-related positions. Job-related information has been available at the Project 
Outreach Center, located in the Carnegie Building at 335 Montgomery Street in Syracuse, 
and at numerous public meetings and non-traditional outreach efforts. NYSDOT also attends 
job fairs providing information specific to categories of work anticipated for the Project. 
NYSDOT wants to create a unique, meaningful program that would lead to opportunities for 
long-term employment on the Project. NYSDOT anticipates using Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises goals on the Project contracts as federal funding is involved. 

 Union workers should be employed before non-union workers and union workers should 
consider the length of the job as opposed to the hourly wage they receive.  

 In response to public comments regarding jobs and the need for training, NYSDOT held 
several meetings with community leaders, union representatives, and work force advocates 
and training organizations to devise methods to promote the use of a local work force and 
develop job training programs. A description of these efforts and meetings is provided in 
Section 9.3.  

 There is concern with design-build project delivery due to the potential for reduced scope and 
lack of oversight. If design-build procurement is implemented, ensure that the bid packages 
require features that are important to the Project. The Teall Avenue project was not effective 
because it allowed design-build that cut off the ability of people leaving the post office to turn 
left onto Teall Avenue. 

 NYSDOT will explore all available construction contract mechanisms to best implement the I-
81 Viaduct Project through the construction phases. As a matter of standard practice, if the 
Design-Build procurement method is used for the I-81 Viaduct Project, NYSDOT will include 
all applicable project requirements and all mitigation requirements as stated in the Final 
Design Report/Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision (FDR/FEIS and 
ROD). For clarification purposes, one of the requirements for the project cited above was to 
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provide safety mitigation measures to reduce the high number of crashes along Teall Avenue, 
between the ramps and the U.S. Post Office driveways, including Canal Street. Therefore the 
resultant configuration was driven by the need to improve safety and reduce crashes and was 
not due to the Design-Build process.  

 What will happen to the removed concrete and steel? Will these materials be recycled? 

 The disposal or recycling of materials would be determined as design advances. 

 NYSDOT, Onondaga County Department of Transportation, and Syracuse Department of 
Public Works should coordinate projects so that timing does not overlap (e.g., repaving South 
Salina Street in the valley at the same time road repairs are done on I-81 between Adams 
Street and Nedrow). 

 NYSDOT will coordinate with other projects to the extent practicable to minimize the 
cumulative construction effects from overlapping projects. See Section 5.2.1. 

 What steps will be taken to ensure that construction equipment and vehicles used on this 
Project will minimize environmental impact, air pollution, noise, and use of energy? 

 NYSDOT has committed to protocols to minimize the effects of construction, including 
technologies to reduce emissions and noise. Specific measures include the use of Ultra Low 
Sulfur Diesel (ULSD) fuel to operate all diesel engines; applying products and materials 
including vegetative cover, mulch, and spray adhesives on soil surfaces to prevent airborne 
mobilization of soil particles as well as water sprinkling and wheel washing; ensuring that 
diesel-powered engines are located away from building air conditioners and windows; limiting 
the idle time for diesel-powered equipment to three consecutive minutes for delivery and 
dump trucks and all other diesel powered equipment with limited exceptions; implementing a 
noise monitoring program during construction; restricting the use of impact and drilling 
equipment including pile drivers, jackhammers, hoe rams, core drills, direct push soil probes 
(e.g., Geoprobe), pavement breakers, pneumatic tools, and rock drills when reasonable; and 
coordinating work operations to coincide with periods that would least affect neighboring 
residences and businesses. Refer to Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS for more information. 

 As a proactive step, will NYSDOT use federal highway mitigation funding to provide significant 
capital resources to fund a major construction trades training program in the Syracuse 
community at least two years prior to the start of demolition and construction?  

 See response to Comments 5-91 and 5-92 regarding the training program.  

 The Syracuse City School District needs to know where construction will take place and how 
pedestrian and vehicle routes will be affected, as well as potential noise levels and other 
disruptions, so it can plan accordingly. The Syracuse City School District asks for a seat at 
the table as a community partner with a direct line of communication with NYSDOT during 
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construction, whether it is through a representative from the District at the community 
stakeholder table or with regular updates and information regarding the activities surrounding 
construction. 

NYSDOT should create a comprehensive construction plan in collaboration with the Syracuse 
City School District and work closely with the Syracuse City School District, parents, and 
faculty to protect the rights of students during and after construction. This concern is 
particularly, but not exclusively, applicable to the community of STEAM @ Dr. King, which will 
be physically affected far more than any other. The resulting plan must be detailed and outline 
health and safety protections for children, faculty, and staff of STEAM @ Dr. King. The plan 
must include: 

• Installing adequate mechanical air ventilation and filtration systems for schools in the 
footprint of construction. 

• Installing soundproof and/or storm windows and adequate wall insulation. 
• Creating safe zones to the school for walking and bicycling travelers who may be as young 

as 5 or 6 years old. 
• Requiring the adherence to site-specific rules and guidelines such as how long 

construction vehicles can idle within 600 feet of a school site, limiting construction during 
school hours, and removing any hazardous conditions in a timely manner. 

• Designating pathways and parking for school buses, emergency vehicles, public 
transportation, and faculty, staff and parents' private vehicles. 

• Rules for the parking of private vehicles belonging to the Project workforce, with 
preference given to shuttle options that would further reduce the construction imprint in 
the school area. 

• A comprehensive analysis of establishing a swing site in the event residences are 
displaced or relocated. 

• Transportation accommodations for relocated and/or displaced children during and after 
construction, until each child has matriculated into secondary school. 

 As discussed in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS, several construction protocols would be in place 
to protect the health and safety of the public, including the students and faculty of Dr. King 
Elementary School. These include measures associated with noise and vibration, air quality, 
a Traffic Management Plan to maintain property and road access, implementing a rideshare 
action plan, and coordinating employee shuttles with local employers. The Traffic 
Management Plan would include specific details of the safety measures to be taken at each 
construction location, including near schools. NYSDOT does not anticipate the need to 
displace parking for employees of the Dr. King Elementary School during construction. The 
Dr. King Elementary School driveway on MLK, Jr. East would be open throughout 
construction. 

As discussed in Section 6-4-4 of this DDR/DEIS, an air quality analysis for construction 
activity was conducted for the Project. For the analysis of construction effects, the MLK, Jr. 
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East area was selected as a representative location. Both emissions from on-site construction 
equipment and emissions from construction-related traffic diversions were included in the 
analysis. While construction activities would temporarily generate emissions from equipment 
and fugitive dust from ground disturbance, the maximum predicted air quality concentrations 
(PM2.5 and PM10) would be lower than the applicable USEPA National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for both build alternatives. Nonetheless, as described in Table 4-7, for either build 
alternative, the designated Contractor would be required to protect sensitive receptors, 
including hospitals, schools, daycare facilities, building fresh air or ventilation intakes, elderly 
housing, and convalescent facilities from the effects of diesel exhaust fumes. The Contractor 
would ensure that diesel-powered engines are located away from building air conditioners and 
windows; minimize exposure of sensitive receptors in close proximity (50 feet) to diesel 
exhaust, in terms of both concentration and time; and limit idling time for diesel-powered 
equipment to three consecutive minutes for delivery and dump trucks and all other diesel-
powered equipment with limited exceptions. In addition, the Contractor would be required to 
schedule and conduct activities and to employ appropriate protection techniques so as to 
minimize effects to air quality and prevent hazardous or objectionable air quality conditions.  

The Project does not include a proposal to install air ventilation or filtration systems at any 
locations within the construction footprint but would locate equipment away from existing air 
intakes to the maximum extent feasible and practical. An air quality monitoring program would 
also be implemented during construction. 

Mitigation measures would include coordinating work hours with adjacent sensitive uses to 
the extent practicable (see Table 4-7). For example, NYSDOT may be able to undertake 
certain noisy construction activities near Dr. King Elementary School on weekends, summer 
days, or other days when school is not in session. Temporary construction noise abatement 
measures are also proposed, as is limiting the types of construction equipment that would be 
used near sensitive receiver sites. 

NYSDOT is committed to ongoing communications with Dr. King Elementary School and the 
Syracuse City School District, as well as the community at large, during the Project’s 
construction. NYSDOT would require that its Contractor prepare a communication and public 
outreach plan for NYSDOT’s approval. The plan would be implemented throughout the 
construction period. As it would be the Contractor’s responsibility to develop and implement 
this plan, the specifics are not available at this time. However, NYSDOT would assume the 
hands-on responsibility for administering the plan and ensuring its implementation. Potential 
elements of this plan are outlined in Section 4.5 of this DDR/DEIS. 

Sections 6-3-1.3.1 and 6-3-1.4.1 present the potential permanent acquisitions for the Viaduct 
Alternative and Community Grid Alternative, respectively, and in most cases, these 
acquisitions would occur prior to commencing construction. NYSDOT is committed to 
maintaining access to residences and businesses during construction and does not anticipate 
the need to temporarily displace residents or employees during the construction period. 
Therefore, a swing site would not be necessary.  
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 The Dr. King Elementary School is not an appropriate staging site or drive-through area during 
construction. Testing needs to be implemented to determine the environmental impact on the 
children and residents in the immediate area. There are other options that must be explored 
to avoid further long-term consequences to the quality of life of this specific community. 

 The Dr. King Elementary School would not be used for staging during construction of the 
Project. Measures would be in place to limit construction effects on the surrounding 
community, as described in Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS. This DDR/DEIS includes an analysis 
of potential changes in emissions during construction using Dr. King Elementary School as 
the receptor site and concludes that construction activities would not result in adverse air 
quality effects (see Sections 6-4-4.3.2 and 6-4-4.4.2). 

 Establish a Community Benefit Enhancements/Mitigation fund to assist impacted Downtown 
businesses, institutions, and residents. Mitigation projects to consider include homeowner 
rehabilitation (including noise mitigation such as window replacement, insulation, exterior 
repairs), vacant structure remediation, and streetscape improvements. For a project in St. 
Paul, Minnesota, approximately $16M was set aside to fund mitigation measures to assist 
existing businesses directly impacted by the project. Some of the items were included in the 
construction contracts. Mitigation measures included a marketing campaign, parking 
program, community outreach coordinators offering personalized attention in many cases, 
high levels of community engagement events, a website dedicated to mitigation measures 
available, forgivable loans for businesses, technical assistance, and information for small 
business consultants to help businesses with projecting revenue during the construction 
period. 

 Establishing a community benefit enhancements/mitigation fund is beyond the scope of this 
Project. The Project is being federally funded by FHWA; therefore, expenditures are restricted 
to transportation purposes. Mitigation measures are confined to the Project Area. Measures 
proposed for mitigation are described under each relevant resource category in Chapter 6.  

In addition, Section 4.5 of this DDR/DEIS describes the measures that may be implemented 
to minimize disruptions to the traveling public and the surrounding communities during 
construction. As stated, these measures would include providing information and directional 
signage for detours, preparing a communication and public outreach plan to be implemented 
throughout the construction period, establishing a project outreach center to disseminate 
construction information, keeping the local businesses and the public informed throughout 
construction, and a Traffic Management Plan to address parking during construction.  

Potential effects to businesses are discussed in Section 6-3-2. As described in Section 6-3-
1, both alternatives require building acquisition, although the Viaduct Alternative would result 
in more property acquisition than the Community Grid Alternative. Sections 6-3-1.3.5 and 6-
3-1.4.4 describe the steps that NYSDOT takes to acquire property, including communication 
with property owners and tenants. Measures to mitigate the effects of property acquisition 
under the Viaduct Alternative and Community Grid Alternative are also discussed in these 
sections. 
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 NYSDOT must provide a detailed plan for how they will protect residents, pedestrians, and 
workers from emissions generated by construction. 

 Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS identifies measures to mitigate the potential effects of 
construction on local air quality. These include restrictions on the locations of equipment, 
vehicle idling, and types of fuel as well as measures to properly clean and maintain 
construction equipment and work zones. This DDR/DEIS also includes an analysis of 
localized air quality during construction using a reasonable “worst-case” condition at a 
sensitive receptor site (Dr. King Elementary School), which concludes that construction of the 
Project would not result in substantial air quality effects (see Sections 6-4-4.3.2 and 6-4-4.4.2 
for the Viaduct Alternative and Community Grid Alternative, respectively). 

 Implement enhanced construction noise monitoring and abatement techniques (e.g., 
advanced acoustic sound panes and sound-insulating paint). While the Project will follow the 
City of Syracuse’s noise ordinance for construction, which allows for standard work operations 
to take place between 7 a.m. to 9 p.m., it will not adequately protect the residents who will be 
subject to construction during this period for up to 14 hours each day and six days a week. 
The NYSDOT also does not address what will be done to mitigate noise pollution during the 
peak hours of 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. This is especially concerning because many members of this 
community reported working service jobs and non-traditional hours, including nights and 
weekends.  

 NYSDOT would direct its Contractors to develop and implement a noise monitoring program, 
which would consider numerous construction noise monitoring and abatement techniques 
and be in effect during construction (see Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS). The DDR/DEIS 
discloses potential effects related to noise during construction, and it identifies measures to 
abate these effects to the extent practicable. While 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. is the permitted period for 
construction activities and there could be noisy activities during this time, construction would 
not be continuous for the 14-hour period. NYSDOT’s construction noise monitoring program 
would include protocols to address exceedances of allowable noise levels. Work would 
coincide with time periods that would least affect neighboring residences and businesses. 
Normal work hours would be scheduled between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Nighttime, Saturday 
morning, and Sunday construction activities would be limited to 70 dBA Lmax at 50 feet in 
Noise Sensitive Areas (schools, places of worship, medical facilities, residential areas), when 
reasonable. 

 Vibration is a concern for Syracuse University labs as well as medical facilities. Measures to 
mitigate the adverse effects of construction and operation on hospitals and their patients, 
including minimizing noise and vibration and maintaining 24/7 emergency access, need to be 
included in construction planning. The Project needs to minimize the confusion and delay of 
access to other destinations in University Hill. Also, the Project should minimize any source 
of automobile exhaust emissions near the hospitals' air intakes and recognize the need for 
pedestrians to walk safely between University Hill and Downtown over Almond Street. 
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 Abatement of construction vibration is discussed in Section 6-4-6 and summarized in 
Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS. To abate the potential effects from construction vibration, the 
Contractor would develop a monitoring program. The Contractor would make efforts to 
coordinate scheduling with the surrounding medical institutions to avoid vibration-producing 
construction activity during the most critical times of use of the medical facilities and minimize 
the potential for interference during those times. The Project would have a comprehensive 
Traffic Management Plan to manage access to University Hill and other areas in and near the 
construction zones. Air quality mitigation and pedestrian safety measures are also described 
in Table 4-7.  

 Measures should be taken to better utilize this opportunity for the community's benefit 
including: 

• Breaking the Project into smaller components to allow more local contractors a better 
opportunity to bid on and be engaged with the Project.  

• Using design build or conventional design, bid, build delivery processes to their best 
advantage on the different components of the Project.  

• Which elements, if any, will be advanced through a Design-Build model? Can some 
elements be let as Design Build, while other elements follow a traditional design-bid-build 
model? If the Project is Design-Build will the public have input into the control documents?  

 The number of construction contracts will be determined at a later stage of the Project. Local 
participation will be a consideration in the identification of the scope and size of contracts. 
While smaller contracts could allow more local contractors to bid on the Project, they may 
increase construction duration. Design-build and design-bid-build procurement will be used 
as appropriate. NYSDOT would not engage public participation in the development of contract 
documents although NYSDOT may seek the advice and input of local stakeholders and 
agencies. Refer to Chapter 10 of this DDR/DEIS for more information. 

 There must be a plan for parking during construction. 

 Table 4-7 of this DDR/DEIS identifies the measures to mitigate adverse construction effects. 
A Traffic Management Plan would include measures to address parking during construction, 
which may include off-site parking for contractors, park-and-ride lots for employees in 
Downtown and University Hill, wayfinding and detours to direct people to parking facilities, 
and media services to communicate changes in on- and off-street parking near the 
construction zones. 

6 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH 

 Who will make the final decision on which alternative is advanced and when will that decision 
occur? 
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 Following the public review period of this DDR/DEIS, NYSDOT and FHWA will review and 
consider public comments received, and issue a FDR/FEIS and ROD. The ROD will formally 
select a Preferred Alternative. 

 The Onondaga County Legislature should have a role by way of a representative in the 
decision-making process for the future of I-81 through Syracuse.  

 Substantive comments, including those submitted by the legislature, will be given 
consideration. FHWA will make its final decision on selection of the Preferred Alternative in 
the Record of Decision. 

 Please clarify when the public comment period for the preliminary DEIS begins and ends. 

 The comment period began on April 22, 2019 with publication of the preliminary DDR/DEIS. 
NYSDOT accepted comments on the 2019 preliminary DDR/DEIS through the publication of 
this DDR/DEIS. 

 Will there be a public comment period for the DEIS? 

 Yes. FHWA and NYSDOT have established a 45-day comment period for this DDR/DEIS, 
which began upon its publication, as stated in the Notice of Availability published in the 
Federal Register.  

 The study has been underway for a long time. It is time to make a decision and complete the 
project. 

 FHWA and NYSDOT continue to comply with the procedural requirements of NEPA. In this 
DDR/DEIS, NYSDOT identified the Community Grid Alternative as the Preferred Alternative 
for the I-81 Viaduct Project. FHWA will make its final decision and selection of the Preferred 
Alternative in the Record of Decision. 

 Please provide more details on the next steps and the timeline for the environmental review 
process and bringing the Project to completion. 

 Section 1.6 of this DDR/DEIS identifies the next steps in the environmental review process 
as well as the anticipated timeframe to complete the Project’s construction. 

 When will NYSDOT decide what alternative is preferred? 

 NYSDOT has identified the Community Grid Alternative as the Preferred Alternative in this 
DDR/DEIS. FHWA will make the final decision on the selection of the Preferred Alternative in 
the Record of Decision. 

 There was extensive public outreach before January 2017. However, when the independent 
study of possible below-grade options commenced, the public outreach ceased. There is 
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concern that the lack of public engagement by NYSDOT after 2017 allowed opponents of a 
Community Grid to spread misleading information and false claims about the negative 
impacts of a Community Grid and the advantages of a tunnel alternative. The absence of an 
authoritative response by NYSDOT to these misleading and false claims has seriously 
hindered public engagement in a databased consideration of the best alternative. This 
situation has, potentially, impacted the mandated process given by NEPA and related statutes 
to the point that it will be difficult to conduct the kind of informed public engagement during 
the comment period following the release of the DEIS.  

 NYSDOT issued the preliminary DDR/DEIS in April 2019 in recognition of the delay in 
providing information to the public and seeking input from the public. The preliminary 
DDR/DEIS described the independent tunnel study as well as subsequent engineering and 
environmental review of tunnel concepts, and it dismissed these concepts as unreasonable. 
The preliminary DDR/DEIS also recommended the Community Grid Alternative as NYSDOT’s 
Preferred Alternative. Subsequent to the publication of this document, NYSDOT held a series 
of public meetings, including an open house and several neighborhood and community 
meetings, to afford additional opportunities for public comment. 

 There must be meaningful public input in the selection of the Preferred Alternative. The public 
must vote on the alternative that moves forward. 

 NYSDOT and FHWA have carefully considered substantive comments and feedback received 
as part of its extensive public outreach program. The public outreach, as well as the evaluation 
of alternatives and examination of environmental effects, is being carried out in accordance 
with NEPA, which establishes procedures for selecting a Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative for this Project has been identified based on a balanced consideration of the need 
for safe and efficient transportation; the social, economic, and environmental effects of the 
Project alternatives; agency and public input; and national, State, and local environmental 
protection goals (see Chapter 8 of this DDR/DEIS). FHWA will make the final decision on the 
selection of the Preferred Alternative in the ROD. A public referendum or vote would not be 
in accordance with the NEPA process.  

 There must be robust public outreach with frequent meetings and the opportunity for the public 
to offer its viewpoints. Meetings must be well advertised, and NYSDOT staff must be on hand 
to listen and answer questions. Community members and directly impacted people are afraid 
of being shut out of formal discussions. 

 NYSDOT has conducted extensive outreach for the Project, as described in Chapter 9 of this 
DDR/DEIS. Meetings are listed in Appendix M-1 of this appendix. Public meetings have been 
held in numerous neighborhoods within Syracuse, including locations throughout the city and 
near the existing viaduct that would be removed during construction, as well as areas outside 
the City, to inform the public and ensure opportunities for feedback. Meetings were advertised 
in local newspapers as well as in flyers in various public gathering places. NYSDOT staff have 
been present at these meetings, and NYSDOT and FHWA have considered substantive 
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comments and feedback received as part of the public outreach program. Such comments 
and feedback have informed the subsequent refinement of the Project. During construction, 
NYSDOT would establish a hotline and project outreach center to disseminate information 
and to obtain input from the public. 

 There needs to be more public meetings in the suburbs that would be impacted by the Project. 

 NYSDOT has conducted eight public meetings in locations outside the City of Syracuse since 
2013. The large public meetings (i.e., scoping meetings and open houses) were held in 
Downtown Syracuse and were advertised throughout the metropolitan region. Section 9-3.1 
describes the public meetings and open houses conducted to date.  

 There has been robust community outreach, and NYSDOT has listened to community input. 

 Comment noted. 

 NYSDOT should establish a task force with residents and businesses in the Town of Salina 
to study the economic effects of the Community Grid Alternative. 

 NYSDOT accepted comments on the preliminary DDR/DEIS, including several comments 
calling for consideration of the economic effects in the Town of Salina. In addition, this 
DDR/DEIS includes a study of the economic impacts of the Community Grid Alternative on 
economic activity in the Town of Salina (refer to Section 6-3-2 and Appendix D-2). The public 
is invited to review the study and offer any comments during the public review period of this 
DDR/DEIS. FHWA and NYSDOT will consider these comments as they prepare the 
FDR/FEIS and ROD. NYSDOT will not form a task force to assist with this effort. 

 There must be outreach to businesses and residents to ready them for the impacts of the 
Project’s construction. 

 NYSDOT will coordinate with affected businesses and residents prior to starting construction. 
Refer to Table 4-7 in this DDR/DEIS for a list of construction mitigation commitments, 
including plans for outreach to businesses and the public. 

 Work with the news media to disseminate images of the Community Grid Alternative and the 
visuals regarding building acquisition to help gain support for this alternative. 

 Press briefings and one-on-one contact with the press and media outlets have taken place as 
needed. Press releases are issued to communicate new Project developments. Outreach to 
the media has included press releases and paid print and web advertisements in local media 
and newspapers serving low-income, minority, and Limited English Proficiency communities. 
As described in Chapter 9, these outlets include the Post-Standard/Syracuse.com, CNY 
Latino/CNY Latino.com, Eagle News, Syracuse New Times, CNY Business Journal, and The 
Stand. 
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 Input should be sought from emergency responders and trucking companies. They should be 
provided a question–and-answer period.  

 NYSDOT has met with emergency responders and trucking companies and has incorporated 
their feedback into the design of the alternatives. 

 Project presentations should include viaduct plans shown with the same type of structure that 
exists today, architectural features added to the viaduct plan to improve its aesthetics, and 
images of the viaduct that show how pedestrians would experience it from the street level. 

 Numerous graphics were developed for the Viaduct Alternative and presented at public 
meetings and posted to the Project’s website, https://www.dot.ny.gov/i81opportunities. 

 The City of Syracuse should establish a coalition that includes representatives from the 
hospitals, Syracuse University, the Syracuse Housing Authority, Destiny USA, and other 
stakeholders to ascertain concerns and positions that can be conveyed to NYSDOT. A City 
agency should be designated to coordinate with NYSDOT with respect to State right-of-way 
that may become available to the City for development. Authorized representatives from the 
City of Syracuse and Onondaga County should be designated to interact with NYSDOT. 

 NYSDOT has coordinated directly with representatives of the hospitals, Syracuse University, 
the Syracuse Housing Authority, Destiny USA, and other stakeholders during preparation of 
this DDR/DEIS. However, NYSDOT would not preclude the formation of a coalition between 
the City and these interested parties if the City chooses to do so. NYSDOT has coordinated 
extensively with the City of Syracuse, Onondaga County, and other stakeholders throughout 
the Project. There are already established points of contact between NYSDOT and the City 
and the County. 

 Project materials should be distributed in Word or html, in addition to PDFs, so that people 
with vision impairments using screen readers that do not work with untagged PDFs will be 
able to access the information. The Project’s website is also difficult to use because the font 
is too small. 

 NYSDOT will evaluate the use of alternate formats for providing project documents for public 
review and will evaluate upgrades to the project website.  

 The Syracuse Common Council, the Mayor, and other local community leaders should have 
a voice in the discussions leading up to the recommendation by NYSDOT and the ultimate 
determination of FHWA as to what will happen with the I-81 viaduct. 

 NYSDOT has coordinated with the City of Syracuse and other stakeholders throughout the 
Project. 
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 Convene the Stakeholders’ Advisory Working Groups (SAWGs) to help inform the 
environmental review process. 

 The SAWGs were convened multiple times throughout the Project.  

 NYSDOT should continue to conduct robust public outreach to address the lingering 
misperceptions that exist in the region and to collect input on how NYSDOT can effectively 
mitigate the challenges and obstacles that do exist. NYSDOT should give the City of Syracuse 
the opportunity to assist in this effort where and when appropriate.  

 NYSDOT is committed to a robust public outreach program, which will continue throughout 
the environmental review process, and will continue to work with and coordinate the Project 
with the City of Syracuse.  

 This is indeed a voluminous report, and it presents a challenge to find specific categories of 
information, even for someone familiar with the format of a DDR and DEIS. To make it easier 
for a non-technical reader, the extensive index could have been easier to interpret. For 
instance, with Appendix A-1, Plans, A-1-4 "Community Grid Alternative," rather than just 
Appendix A-1, Plans, A-1-4. 

 Where appropriate, additional detail is provided in the table of contents of this DDR/DEIS to 
clarify the location of information provided in the document. 

 Why was this document released as a "preliminary" DEIS? What kind/scale of changes does 
NYSDOT anticipate making to the designs and/or the analysis prior to releasing the DEIS in 
a couple of months? If NYSDOT makes changes to designs in response to comments 
received at this stage, won't they have to be reassessed?  

 NYSDOT released the preliminary DDR/DEIS in April 2019 to bring the public up to date on 
the status of the Project and its alternatives. In addition, numerous public meetings were held 
subsequent to the publication to share information about the Project and solicit feedback from 
members of the public. This DDR/DEIS considers substantive public comments received 
during this period and reflects any subsequent changes made to the design and associated 
analyses, many of which were suggested by the public.  

 What is the best way for the public to get involved when it comes to potential opportunities for 
mitigation?  

Are there separate channels or opportunities for this kind of input? For example, if there was 
interest in ensuring that alternative mobility options (bike lanes/paths, pedestrian amenities) 
be included as a part of the final construction, what would be the best way to advocate for 
this? Is NYSDOT open to suggestions from other agencies in regard to what type of amenities 
should be included, and where? 
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 Proposed mitigation measures of the Project are described by topic in Chapter 6 of this 
DDR/DEIS, which has been made publicly available for review and comment. In addition, 
Table 4-7 includes descriptions of measures to avoid, minimize, or otherwise mitigate the 
adverse effects of construction activities on the community and environment. The Community 
Grid Alternative (identified as the Preferred Alternative) would include bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities in accordance with the Project objectives. NYSDOT has established opportunities 
for the public to submit comments in writing by mail and email, and verbally at multiple public 
meetings. NYSDOT and FHWA will consider all substantive public comments received with 
respect to all pertinent aspects of the Project.  

 The report includes 1" = 500’ plans for reference sheet purposes, and 1' = 40' design plans. 
Unfortunately neither version allows a reader to see and understand the roadway continuity, 
especially in the complicated Downtown Syracuse area. A 1" = 40' plan that could be 
"scrolled" by the user would have allowed a reader a better understanding of the plans without 
a print-cut-paste technique on each sheet. 

 Larger-scale overview plans are included in Attachment 4 of Appendix A-6. 

 Project plans must be available to the public. They must be easy to read and understand. 

 This DDR/DEIS includes presentation materials such as large-scale plans, 3D renderings, 
and photo simulations to represent aspects of the Project. Such materials, as well as video 
simulations of future traffic conditions, have been displayed at public meetings. Materials that 
have been presented at public meetings are available for viewing at the Project website (see 
https://www.dot.ny.gov/i81opportunities). 

 There is a lack of plans and visualizations needed to decide on the Preferred Alternative. 

 The identification of the Preferred Alternative is based on several factors, including 
transportation, engineering, and social, economic, and environmental considerations. The 
Project plans were developed to a sufficient level of detail so as to be able to publish this 
DDR/DEIS for public review and identify the Preferred Alternative for the Project.  

 What is the best way to access Project information? Are Project materials available 
electronically or in a library? 

 Project documents are available on the Project website at 
https://www.dot.ny.gov/i81opportunities. Physical copies of Project documents, including this 
DDR/DEIS, are provided at several repositories (see Attachment M-2 of Appendix M for a 
full list). 

 Project meetings should accommodate people who need American Sign Language 
interpreters and real-time captioning. 
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 Language interpretation services, including American Sign Language, have been and will 
continue to be available upon request. 

 Why is Syracuse University considered a stakeholder when they do not pay taxes? 

 Syracuse University is a prominent institution and employer in proximity to the Project limits; 
therefore, its input has been and will continue to be solicited throughout the process.  

 Work with community partners to address concerns about truck traffic. 

• Mitigate issues related to truck traffic in the western towns; on City streets; in the towns 
along I-481, as truck traffic shifts east to access the enhanced CSX terminal in DeWitt; 
and encourage more shipments to travel by train.  

• Develop a comprehensive rail and freight plan for the region.  
• Transfer ownership of certain State routes to the county or locality, enabling them to 

regulate truck traffic. 

 To the extent feasible, the Project would mitigate traffic impacts, including truck impacts. A 
comprehensive rail and freight plan for the region is beyond the scope of this Project, but 
could be considered as a potential Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council Unified 
Planning Work Program study in the future. In the context of a future study, the feasibility of 
transferring jurisdiction of certain State routes to the county or local town, enabling them to 
regulate truck traffic, could be examined. 

 What communication and coordination has been conducted with the Onondaga Nation? 

 The Onondaga Nation is a participating agency and consulting party, and NYSDOT and 
FHWA have met with the Nation multiple times throughout the Project. The Nation has been 
given the opportunity to provide comments on the Project, its alternatives, and any cultural 
resource concerns they might have. NYSDOT and FHWA will continue to collaborate with the 
Nation as the Project moves through the remaining phases. 

 If it hasn’t already been done, NYSDOT is strongly encouraged to engage with residents of 
the Washington Square neighborhood about this proposed park.  

 The Lodi Street overlook, which would be built under both the Viaduct and Community Grid 
Alternatives as described in Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of this DDR/DEIS, has been presented 
at public meetings in neighborhoods throughout the City. NYSDOT will continue to work with 
stakeholders and interested parties throughout the environmental review process.  

 Presentations at public meetings should advise meeting attendees that the No Build 
Alternative is not an option. 
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 Informational boards on display at public meetings, and available for viewing on the project 
website, state that “[t]he No Build Alternative is a requirement of the National Environmental 
Policy Act and serves as a baseline against which the potential effects of other alternatives 
can be compared.”  

 Restart an earnest public engagement process as soon as possible using virtual technology 
tools as needed to build relationships and include more people in conversations between 
NYSDOT by utilizing existing neighborhood groups. 

 NYSDOT has held virtual meetings with stakeholders and will implement virtual tools in large 
public meetings as needed. 

 Provide governmental oversight on all aspects of this project until it is complete. 

 NYSDOT would provide continuous oversight throughout the duration of construction of the 
Project to ensure the Contractor adheres to all required procedures and mitigation 
requirements.    
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Calkins, Dennis: Written comments dated April 30, 2015, October 14, 2016, April 26, 2019, 
and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-82, 3-110, 5-17, 5-24 
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Calogero, Elisa: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-3, 5-41 
Caloia, Lisa: Written comments dated December 3, 2018, July 25, 2019, and September 11, 
2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 6-9 
Caloia, Santina: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 4-8 
Campbell, David: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Camperlino, James: Oral comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-107, 3-111, 3-
142  
Candela, Stephen: Written comments dated October 8, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20 
Canfield, Dave: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Canfield, Jason: Written comments dated October 26, 2016 and November 7, 2016. Comment 
Nos.: 3-118, 3-120, 3-121 
Canfield, Jennifer: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Canfield, Laura: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Cannavo, Peter: Written comments dated December 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-20, 3-
106 
Cappuccino, Jake: Written comments dated November 25, 2014. Comment No.: 6-6 
Caputo, Joseph: Written comments dated July 28, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-
8 
Carbone, Nannette: Written comments dated July 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-
18, 4-19 
Cardone, Mark: Written comments dated September 10, 2019. Comment No.: 5-41 
Carfagun, Bob: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-57, 3-64, 3-
65, 4-16, 4-20 
Carney, Clare Evelyn: Written comments dated November 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Carney, Mary: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Carpenter, Jenna: Written comments dated March 27, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-42 
Carr, Eileen: Written comments dated August 12, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-16, 5-
42 
Carrington Carter, Cynthia: Written comments dated September 12, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
14, 3-18, 3-19, 3-23, 5-54, 5-55, 5-56 
Carter, Cynthia: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Carter, Priscilla: Written comments dated December 5, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
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Casey, Joy: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-104, 
4-29 
Casler, Michael: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-118, 3-120 
Cass, Mark: Written comments dated June 29, 2019. Comment No.: 6-12 
Catsimatides, Anthony M.: Written comments dated November 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-
18, 3-19 
Caughey, Connie: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comments Nos.: 3-105, 4-1, 4-3, 
4-9, 4-19, 5-72 
Cayuga County Association of Town Supervisors: Written comments dated April 1, 2021. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 4-1, 4-8, 4-16, 4-23, 5-41, 5-44, 5-47, 5-65 
CenterState CEO: Written comments dated October 24, 2018 and January 14, 2020. 
Comment Nos.: 3-13, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-34, 3-40, 3-56, 3-84, 3-90, 3-102, 3-120, 3-122, 3-
123, 3-124, 3-125, 3-145, 4-4, 4-16, 5-5, 5-11, 5-17, 5-24, 5-49, 5-74, 5-77, 5-91, 5-92, 5-104, 
6-32 
Charles, R.: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Chase, Margaret A.: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-
121, 3-127 
Cheslik, Michael: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1 
Chestnut, Roger: Written comments dated December 3, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
Chevelle: Oral comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Chistolini, John: Written comments dated November 15, 2016 and April 26, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 3-61, 3-106, 5-72 
Chistolini, John and Sharon: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Chouinard, David: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-83, 3-97, 
3-106  
Christian: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment No.: 3-2 
Chumley, Laura: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-16, 
4-17 
Ciavarri, Paul: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 4-16 
Ciciarelli, Daniel: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 4-16, 4-22, 
5-41 
City of Syracuse: Written comments dated October 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 2-2, 3-18, 3-61, 
3-79, 3-81, 3-84, 3-86, 3-91, 3-107, 3-142, 5-17, 5-24, 5-57, 5-78, 5-83, 5-88, 5-102, 6-10 
Clark, Margaret: Written comments dated September 30, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Cleaver, Fred: Written comments dated October 13, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1 
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Clements, Tim: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-1, 4-16, 
5-71  
Clinton, John: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Clinton, Regina: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Close, Rosemarie: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-41 
Cogswell, Kate: Written comments dated May 3, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 4-
29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Colabufo, Paul: Written comments dated May 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-47 
Colbert, Scott: Written comments dated December 22, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-59, 3-89 
Colebrook, Brandy: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Coleman, Kelly G.: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 
3-19 
Coleman, Shelby: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-1, 5-22 
Collins, Bill: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Collins, Charleston, Sr.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-33, 5-39 
Collins, Rosemary: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Collins, Sandra: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 5-42 
Colman, Peter: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-16, 5-64 
Comfort Inn & Suites Watertown/Thousand Islands, NY: Written comments dated April 15, 
2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 5-41, 5-47 
Comins, Cindy: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-105, 4-9, 4-10, 4-
14, 5-71 
Comins, Dan: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 4-
3, 4-10, 4-14, 5-64, 5-71, 6-16 
Compton, Carol: Written comments dated April 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-
16 
Conner, Bryce: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Connor, Dennis: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-107 
Conrey, Sean M.: Written comments dated September 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 
3-135 
Conti, Katie: Oral comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Converse, Elizabeth: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-26 
Cook, Robert: Written comments dated October 11, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Cooke, Dana L: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
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Cooper, David: Oral comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-139 
Canfield, Jason H.: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-120 
Corres, Elizabeth: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Coryell, Kathy: Oral comments dated July 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Costello, Mark: Written comments dated November 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 4-16, 5-
17, 5-24 
Cottet, Gary G.: Written comments dated December 3, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
Coyle, Dan: Written comments dated November 8, 2017. Comment No.: 3-110 
Cramer, Mary Anne: Written comments dated July 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-
16, 4-18, 5-42, 5-64  
Crary, Charles: Written comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-121 
Crawford, Gary.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016, October 18, 2016, November 9, 
2016, and May 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-120, 3-122, 3-127, 3-128, 3-129, 
5-52, 6-6, 6-27 
Crawford, Kira: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-121 
Cross, Richard: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Crossett, Susan: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-61, 
5-17, 5-24, 5-91  
Crossett, WW: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-105 
Crossman, Don: Written comments dated May 16, 2019. Comment No.: 3-139 
Cruz, Evelyn: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-
47 
Crysler, Robert E.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-28, 3-137, 3-138, 3-144, 5-17, 5-24, 5-94 
Cullen, Jim: Written comments dated April 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Cunningham, Lynn, MD: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 
3-106, 4-16 
Curley, Ruth: Written comments dated December 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-56, 
3-106, 4-8, 4-16 
Curran, James: Written comments dated June 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Curran, John: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Currie, Judah: Written comments dated June 24, 2019 and September 6, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8 
Curtain, Maureen: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-17, 
5-20, 5-24, 5-91, 5-92, 6-9 
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Curtin, Donna: Written comments dated April 2, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 4-1, 4-3, 5-41, 5-
47, 5-71 
Curtis, Chelsea: Written comments dated December 4, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-11, 3-20, 4-
1, 4-8, 4-10, 4-14 
Cusano, Melody: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Czyz, Sheila: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
D'Hollander, Raymond: Written comments dated January 30, 2019. Comment No.: 3-145 
D’Aloisio, Jim: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Dagostino, Nata: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 5-26, 5-
41 
Daly, Ian: Written comments dated October 25, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-119 
Damiani, Richard: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-90 
Dancil, Deka: Written comments dated May 22, 2019 and October 27, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
5-91, 5-92 
Daniels, Gary: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Darcy, Lauren: Written comments dated December 18, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Darmstedter, Bernard: Written comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-106 
Davidson, Alexander: Written comments dated April 12, 2016. Comment No.: 3-148 
Davis, Annalena: Written comments dated December 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-121 
Davis, Connie: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Davis, Spencer: Written comments dated November 4, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-3, 4-16, 
5-42 
DeCarolis, Paul: Written comments dated March 10, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 4-8, 
4-14, 5-44, 5-64, 5-71 
Decker, Carol: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-112 
Decker, Scott M.: Written comments dated August 6, 2015. Comment No.: 3-16 
DeFrancisco, John: Written comments dated November 6, 2014, November 3, 2016, 
December 19, 2016, and January 6, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-106, 3-132 
DeFrancisco, John, et al: Written comments dated February 7, 2017 and December 28, 2017. 
Comment No.: 3-106 
DeGouff, Colleen: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 
3-56, 3-64, 3-65, 3-107, 4-6 
Deitz, Brad: Oral comments dated July 16, 2019. Comment No.: 3-112 
Delaney, Mary Kathleen: Written and oral comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment 
Nos.: 5-91, 5-92, 5-93 
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Delaur, W.: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment No.: 3-82 
DeLucia, Mike: Written comments dated September 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Denton, Elaine: Written comments dated December 13, 2016, January 9, 2018, January 16, 
2018, February 28, 2019, and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-40, 3-107, 3-135, 
5-91, 6-5 
DeRosa, Daphine: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment No.: 3-120 
DeRose, Thomas: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Derriso, Hannah: Written comments dated August 18, 2015. Comment No.: 6-6 
DeRusso, Richard: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-
106 
DeSiato, Donna. Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 5-50 
Detlor, Lisa: Written comments dated June 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 4-8, 4-16, 4-18 
Dewan, Mantosh: Written comments dated April 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-40, 
5-90, 5-103  
Dewey, Robert: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
DiCaprio, Gilda: Written comments dated October 26, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
120 
Diefendorf, David: Written comments dated September 30, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Diehl, Margrit: Written comments dated November 2, 2016 and February 2, 2017. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
DiMarco, Maria Winters: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-
18, 3-19 
Distler, Mark and Darlene: Written comments dated July 30, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-
119, 5-28, 5-41, 5-42 
Divine, Charles: Written comments dated December 7, 2017 and August 16, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 5-34, 5-39 
Docter, Karen: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 5-72 
Doerr, Donald: Oral comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-61, 3-
83, 3-106, 4-1, 4-8, 4-13, 4-16, 5-30, 5-72  
Doherty, Teresa: Written comments dated October 6, 2016, November 28, 2016, and June 9, 
2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 4-29, 5-17, 5-24, 5-60 
Domanowski, Stanley: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 
3-19, 3-107, 3-130 
Donnelly, Diane: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-
16, 5-41, 5-42 
Doran, Benedicte: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
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Dorsey, Mary: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Doswell, Willard: Written comments dated October 6, 2016, November 4, 2016, and February 
2, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Dotson, Randolph: Written comments dated June 26, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-91, 5-92 
Dottolo, William K.: Written comments dated June 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-2, 4-4 
Doucette, Robert: Written comments dated April 7, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
Douglass, Dan (J.D.): Written comments dated September 26, 2016, October 18, 2016, and 
November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-120, 4-8, 5-53, 5-62 
Downing, Kathryn: Written comments dated November 16, 2016, November 28, 2016, and 
September 21, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-48, 3-57, 3-107, 3-120, 5-17, 5-24, 5-
53, 5-62 
Doyle, Jim: Written comments dated August 16, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Drazen, Rabbi Paul: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Dreher-Wiburg, Paul: Written comments dated November 10, 2016. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-3, 
4-16 
DuComb, Christian: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Duda, Helen: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment No.: 3-62 
Duda, Richard: Written comments dated May 3, 2019. Comment No.: 3-145 
Duda, Robert: Written comments dated July 1, 2020 and June 4, 2021. Comment Nos.: 5-72, 
5-79 
Dunlop, Deborah: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Dunn, Bridget: Written comments dated July 30, 2018 and September 22, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Dunn, Mary: Written comments dated September 17, 2017 and October 1, 2018. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Dunn, Morwa: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-91, 5-92 
Dunne, Christine: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Dunshie, Robert: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Eck, Shanna: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-83 
Eich, Mark: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Eichler, Leonard: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-61, 4-10 
Eidt, Mary K.: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-111 
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Eiholzer, Paul: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
Eiholzer, Sue: Written comments dated September 17, 2017, May 25, 2018, and October 1, 
2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Elkins, William: Written comments dated October 6, 2016, October 11, 2017, and June 18, 
2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Elmendorf, Michael J., II: Written comments dated April 8, 2015. Comment No.: 5-41 
Elmer, John: Written comments dated July 14, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Emmi, Carmen, Jr.: Written comments dated April 20, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 5-41, 5-47 
Engelbrecht, K: Written comments dated January 3, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 
5-42 
Ennamorato, Rita: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-9, 4-10 
Erickson, Stasya: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment No.: 3-120 
Essig, Christina: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Essig, Christina and Darrell Marcy: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-18, 3-19 
Essig, Maureen: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-41 
Evanoff, Barbara: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-58, 
3-61, 3-64, 4-16  
Evans, Jason: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-20, 3-106, 3-
121, 3-123, 5-16 
Evans, Michael: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Fabiani, Shannon: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Falso, Mark: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-
16, 5-41, 5-64 
Farah, Dahabo: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Fargo, Shirley: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-41 
Farone, Anthony: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Farrington, Susan: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Faulk, Frances: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-41 
Faulkner, Willow: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment No.: 5-22 
Fay, Debbie: Oral comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment No.: 3-61 
Fazio, Judi: Written comments dated August 5, 2019. Comment No.: 5-22 
Fedrizzi, Nathan: Written comments dated September 17, 2017 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
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Fehringer, David: Written comments dated April 25, 2019 and July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-105, 3-107, 3-110, 4-18 
Feldman, N.: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
121 
Ferguson, Pat: Written comments dated July 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-53, 5-62 
Fetter, Jeffrey M: Written comments dated October 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-12, 3-122, 3-
123, 4-8, 4-12 
Fetterly, Kyle: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-41 
Fierke, Melissa K.: Written comments dated October 3, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19, 3-107 
Fike, Ken: Written comments dated September 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 3-
106  
Finch, Bill: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 3-56 
Finlayson-Schueler, Ted: Written comments dated December 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 
3-19 
Finn, John: Written comments dated August 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 3-
110 
Fischer, William C.: Written comments dated November 25, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 3-
138, 4-16, 5-17, 5-24 
Fish, Nancy: Oral comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-4, 3-13, 4-1, 4-7 
Fisher, Daniel J.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 4-23 
Fisher, Steve: Written comments dated November 23, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-28, 3-32, 3-34, 3-35, 3-36, 3-83, 3-88, 3-118, 3-120, 3-132, 4-8, 4-9, 
4-29 
Fitzgerald, Gary: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and July 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-18, 3-19 
Fitzpatrick, Jeff: Written comments dated October 1, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 
4-18, 5-41 
Fix, Lloyd: Written comments dated June 9, 2016 and November 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 
3-120, 5-29 
Fleming, Susan: Oral comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-8 
Fletcher, Audrey: Oral comments dated July 11, 2019 and written comments dated April 23, 
2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 3-112, 4-1, 4-3, 4-10, 5-6, 5-41, 5-47, 5-64, 5-65, 
5-70, 6-10, 6-16 
Fluck, Robert R., Jr.: Written comments dated December 15, 2015 and December 15, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Flusche, Michael and Grace: Written comments dated January 15, 2018. Comment No.: 3-
107 
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Flynn, Charlotte: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Flynn, Dennis: Written comments dated April 29, 2019 and June 27, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-16, 4-18, 4-22, 5-65 
Flynn, Patrick: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Foote, Connie: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-112 
Ford, Ellen: Written comments dated November 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Fordock, Arleen: Written comments dated October 31, 2016, and oral comments dated 
November 15, 2016 and June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 5-7, 5-10, 5-17, 5-
24, 5-35, 6-10 
Formichelli, Mark: Written comments dated July 3, 2019. Comment No.: 3-132 
Forney, Shawn: Written comments dated June 19, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 3-
106, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 5-41  
Foxx, Kerry: Written comments dated September 20, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Frantzis, Ryan P: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-25, 4-22 
Freezman, Anita: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
French, Bonnie: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment No.: 3-2 
French, William R.: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 4-1, 
4-3 
Freshman, Lanny: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Frey, Mary Beth: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-85 
Fritz, Arthur: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Froass, Blake: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Froass, Kristin: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Frost, Jack: Written comments dated December 6, 2016 and April 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Frost, Robert: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 4-16 
Fryer, Dale: Written comments dated December 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Fulkerson, Janice: Written comments dated July 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-105 
Fuller, Margaret: Written comments dated June 26, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 3-106  
Fumarola, Kelly: Written comments dated November 17, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-121 
Gabriella: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Gabryszak, Amanda: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Gagne, George: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
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Galaher, Heather: Written Comments dated April 30, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-
14, 4-29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Gallagher, Michael: Written comments dated May 21, 2019, June 18, 2019, June 20, 2019, 
June 21, 2019, July 15, 2019, July 31, 2019, September 11, 2019, September 12, 2019, 
September 17, 2019, September 23, 2019, September 29, 2019, January 2, 2020, January 
12, 2020, January 16, 2020, and September 9, 2020. Comment Nos.: 2-6, 3-28, 3-37, 3-38, 
3-53, 3-54, 3-59, 3-145, 4-38, 5-12, 5-41, 5-52 
Gallagher, Tom: Written comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Garden, Rebecca: Written comments dated July 30, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Gardner, Robert: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-16, 5-72 
Gearsbeck, Michael: Written comments dated June 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Geiger, Rob: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Gelfuso, Margaret: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Geller, Alexa: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Geloff, Brenda: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-61, 3-
106, 3-144, 4-8, 4-16, 
Gera, Paul: Written comments dated May 4, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-37, 6-
23, 6-26 
Giaquinto, Clyde: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Giaquinto, Sherry: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 5-41 
Gibson, Gary: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-16, 
4-18 
Ginn, William: Written comments dated October 11, 2016, November 15, 2016, January 2, 
2019 and October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-44 
Glazier, Tim: Written comments dated July 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-61, 3-106, 4-16, 
4-17, 4-18  
Gleason, Kathleen: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Gleason, Norman: Written comments dated July 27, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-106 
Glisson, Susan: Written comments dated January 9, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Gluck, Stanley: Written comments dated May 19, 2021, May 31, 2021, June 15, 2021, and 
June 17, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 5-3, 5-4, 5-13, 5-20, 5-63, 5-89, 5-91, 5-100, 6-10 
Goettsch, Carla: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-83, 3-107  
Gokey, Thomas: Written comments dated January 9, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Gonzalez Royal, Mary C.: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Gonzalez-McCurdy, Ingrid: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19, 3-28, 3-138, 3-142, 5-59 
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Goode, Terrance: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Goodman, Maureen: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Goodwater, Andrea: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-16, 4-18 
Goodwin, Catherine: Written comments dated November 2, 2016 and August 19, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 4-16, 4-23, 5-41, 5-64, 5-71  
Gordnier, Frank: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-3 
Gordon, Barry: Written comments dated June 18, 2019, July 11, 2019, and September 11, 
2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 4-8, 5-22, 5-78 
Gorney, Jeffrey: Written comments dated September 20, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19 
Gosch, Ron: Written comments dated April 26, 2019. Comment No.: 4-16 
Goulet, Marilyn: Written comments dated November 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Gozan, Julie: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Gratton, Robert: Written comments dated November 10, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Gravel, Safia: Written comments dated September 20, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Graziano, Mary: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Green, Olivia: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Greenfield, Eric: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Greenwald, Dr. James: Written comments dated October 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Gregg, Holland: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 4-23 
Grella, Paul: Written comments dated October 26, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Gridley, Lois: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Griffin, Dorothy: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
5-41 
Grimm, Karen: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-120, 3-122 
Grome, Erich: Written comments dated November 2, 2014. Comment No.: 3-106 
Guckert, Starr: Written comments dated November 14, 2016. Comment No.: 6-19 
Guster, Barbara: Written comments dated May 17, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 
4-29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Guyre, Kenneth C.: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 3-62, 3-
64, 3-65, 4-16, 4-17  
H., J.: Written comments dated February 1, 2019. Comment No.: 6-19 
Hackett, Jermane: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-22, 5-83, 5-85, 
5-88, 5-101  
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Haendle, Peter: Written comments dated December 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Haghighi, Yasmin: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Hahn, Laura: Written comments dated August 1, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-56, 3-
58, 3-64, 3-65, 4-16 
Hahn, Mary Anne: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 
3-120 
Hahn, Mona: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment No.: 3-144 
Haigney, Chris: Written comments dated March 30, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Haines, Jeffrey: Written comments dated September 23, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Haley, Robert: Written comments dated April 29, 2015, April 29, 2016, June 15, 2016, and 
August 22, 2018, and oral comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-28, 3-29, 
3-30, 3-82, 3-85, 3-107, 3-124, 5-10, 5-14, 5-16, 5-28, 6-10, 6-18 
Hamilton, Susan: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-85, 5-17, 5-24 
Hamlett, Deirdre: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hamling, David: Written comments dated April 8, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-106, 4-14 
Hampton Inn & Suites by Hilton Syracuse/Liverpool Airport Area: Written comments dated 
April 15, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 5-41, 5-47 
Hampton Inn Watertown, NY: Written comments dated April 15, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 
5-41, 5-47 
Hanas, Debra: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
97, 3-106, 4-16  
Hancock, Tom: Written comments dated September 10, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-5, 3-10, 
3-16, 3-20, 3-106 
Hand, Bryce: Written comments dated May 1, 2015 and October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-
1, 3-20, 3-106, 6-17 
Hand, Judith: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Hanford, Jake: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Hanson, Aimee (for Maya): Written comments dated February 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Hanson, Chris: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hanson, Ivan: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Hanson, Kate: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Harbison, Susan and Burt: Written comments dated November 5, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 
3-18, 3-19 
Harding, David R.: Written comments dated May 13, 2019 and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-18, 3-19, 3-47, 3-48, 5-7, 5-16, 5-17, 5-24, 5-72, 5-91  
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Hare, Ruth: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 3-148 
Hares, Eugene: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-23 
Harlow, Carmen: Written comments dated October 20, 2016, October 27, 2016, July 17, 2017, 
April 5, 2019, and April 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-29, 5-39 
Harper, John and Merikay: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-64, 
3-105, 5-64 
Harriff, James R.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Harris, Stephen: Written comments dated December 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Harris, Wendy: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and December 11, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 5-72 
Harrison, Karen: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Harte, Tom and Kathy: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 5-73 
Harvison, G. Burton: Oral comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19 
Hatch, Doug: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 
4-16 
Hawkins, Rick: Written comments dated July 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Hayes, Charles: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-112 
Hayes, Jordan: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-1, 3-27, 3-59, 4-12, 5-23 
Headd, Mark: Written comments dated July 30, 2018. Comment No.: 3-1 
Hefferon, Gail: Written comments dated February 15, 2018 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 3-119 
Hegarty, Daryl: Written comments dated December 4, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-99, 3-
106  
Heimlich, Tom and Marty: Written comments dated October 30, 2016. Comment No.: 3-105 
Heisler, Gordon: Written comments dated September 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-16, 5-
72 
Hernandez, Linda: Written comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hernandez, Sonya: Written comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-83 
Heukrath, Diane: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 3-107 
Hickey, John and Maureen: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
106, 5-41 
Higgins, Harriet: Written comments dated September 28, 2016 and April 24, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-106, 3-132, 6-1, 6-5 
Hipius, Joseph: Written comments dated February 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 3-62 
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Hitchcock, David Forest: Written comments dated August 27, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19, 3-107 
Hoffman, Chris: Written comments dated April 23, 2019. Comment No.: 6-5 
Hogan, Amanda: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hogan, Mara: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hogan, William: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Holmes, Richard: Written comments dated October 13, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Holt, Mark: Written comments dated September 11, 2019 and October 29, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 4-1, 4-3, 5-40 
Homan, Brian: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Homewood Suites by Hilton Syracuse North/Airport Area: Written comments dated April 15, 
2021. Comment Nos. 3-20, 5-41, 5-47 
Hoover, Martin: Written comments dated April 2, 2020 and October 14, 2020. Comment Nos.: 
5-104, 6-6 
Hoover, Ronald: Written comments dated July 26, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-12, 5-41 
Hopkins, Courtney: Written comments dated October 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
Horan, Ann: Written comments dated December 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 6-1, 6-6, 6-7 
Hotaling, William C: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Houser-Minor, Saurnthia: Written comments dated March 29, 2016 and July 27, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 5-30, 5-39 
Howe, Jim: Written comments dated July 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Howieson, R.: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-15, 3-57, 3-61, 
3-64, 3-65, 3-119, 4-30 
Hoyt-O'Neill, Susan: Written comments dated April 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hromalik, David: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment No.: 3-148 
Huegel, Judith A.: Written comments dated July 2, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 3-
106, 4-1, 4-18, 4-23, 5-41, 5-42, 5-64, 5-71  
Hughes, Don: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hughes, Melissa: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-41 
Hughes, Patricia: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-64 
Huhtala, David: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Hulslander, Richard: Written comments dated October 8, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 4-
1, 4-3 
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Humbert, Jayne: Written comments dated December 1, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-82 
Hundelt, Kevin: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment No.: 3-52 
Hungerford, Rhonda: Written comments dated August 27, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Hureller, John: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Hurley, Cyndi: Written comments dated September 19, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-
42 
Hurst-Wahl, Jill: Written comments dated September 18, 2016, September 20, 2015, July 25, 
2019, and September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 6-15 
Hust, Brian: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-105, 4-8  
Hust, Corinne: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-10 
Hynson, Ken: Written comments datedOctober 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Ianzito, Mary: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-41, 6-1 
Iannuzzi, Donna: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-1, 
3-83  
Iannuzzi, John: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
Ilacqua, Clelia: Written comments dated September 21, 2016, October 6, 2016, and 
November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-120, 5-53, 5-62 
Imboden, Linda: Written comments dated October 25, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Infanti, Steven J.: Written comments dated October 20, 2016 and November 8, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-85, 3-118, 3-120, 3-121, 3-127, 3-128, 3-129 
Itani, Ayman: Written comments dated December 5, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Jackson, Charles: Written comments dated June 16, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Jackson, Stephanie: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-77, 3-
123, 4-14, 4-16, 4-18, 4-23  
Jacobs, Jeffrey: Written comments dated July 30, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 
4-1, 4-8, 4-14, 4-18, 4-23, 4-29 
Jacquin Hartel, Sharon: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-41, 
6-13 
Jamelske, Brian: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment No.: 3-1 
Jamison, Ann: Oral comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-91, 5-
92 
Janaushek, Neal: Written comments dated March 10, 2016, October 6, 2016, and January 
12, 2017. Comment No.: 3-106 
Jane: Written comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-52 
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Jay, F.: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-26 
Jenkins, Faith: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment No.: 3-148 
Jennejahn, R: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019 and September 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-61, 4-16  
Jennejahn, Susan: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019 and written comments dated August 
2, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-62, 3-64, 3-65, 4-16, 4-18 
Jennings, Helen: Written comments dated November 12, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-107 
Jennings, Sherry: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Jepson, P.: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Jerome, Jack: Written comments dated December 4, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Jetty, William: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Jiminez, Majorie: Written comments dated October 26, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Johnson, Alan: Written comments dated July 30, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Johnson, D.: Written comments dated July 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Johnson, Jean: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Johnson, Meg: Written comments dated May 21, 2021. Comment No.: 3-2 
Johnston, Dana: Oral comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-12, 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 
5-64, 5-65, 5-71 
Johnston, Doug: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Jones, Brandi: Written comments dated April 30, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 4-
29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Jones, Perry: Written comments dated December 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Jones, Robert: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
Jordan, Casey: Written comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Joyce, Dennis: Written comments dated September 5, 2019. Comment No.: 3-111 
Jureller, David: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-
72 
Jurison, Ala: Written comments dated July 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-8, 4-9, 4-
10, 5-12 
Kahkejian, Deborah: Written comments dated January 10, 2018 and September 22, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Kalin, Fred, Jr.: Written comments dated February 8, 2021 and February 10, 2021. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 4-1, 4-3, 4-4  
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Kallukalam, Jerrin: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 4-1 
Kashmer, David: Written comments dated December 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Kassim, Omal-Hoda: Written comments dated December 5, 2016 and February 28, 2017. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Kavouksorian, Mark: Written comments dated September 23, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-
20, 3-106 
Keahon, Chris: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Keck, Tom: Written comments dated January 10, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Keegan, Jeanne: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-83, 3-97, 
3-106, 5-41 
Kelly, Dan: Written comments dated June 19, 2019 and October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-
1, 3-20, 3-106 
Kelly, Ethel: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-41 
Kenan, Bruce and David Aitken: Written comments dated October 9, 2017. Comment No.: 5-
45 
Kennard, Lee: Written comments dated October 8, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 6-1 
Kennedy, Helen: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 5-26 
Kerestedjian, Paul: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Khakoo, Cali: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and November 28, 2016. Comment 
No.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-85 
Kieffer, Mike: Written comments dated July 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 4-1 
Kilcoyne, Sue: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-17, 
4-18 
Kilpatrick, David: Written comments dated October 8, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-56, 
4-16 
Kime, Glenn: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
King, John S.: Written comments dated November 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-118, 3-120, 3-
127 
King, Maren C.: Written comments dated December 4, 2016. Comment No.: 3-10, 3-118, 3-
120, 3-121, 3-127, 3-129 
King, Susan: Written comments dated October 20, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
Kingsley, Barbara: Written comments dated June 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-56, 
3-61, 3-64, 3-65, 3-106, 4-16, 4-17 
Kinnell, Gretchen: Written comments dated August 27, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
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Kinslow, Katherine: Oral comments dated July 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-39, 3-
96 
Kinslow, Tom: Written comments dated December 22, 2016 and September 13, 2017. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Kirkpatrick, George: Oral comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-10, 3-
20, 3-106. 4-1, 4-27 
Kirsch, Mark: Written comments dated September 30, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-14, 3-20, 
3-106, 3-119, 4-16, 5-42 
Kisecki, Barbara: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment No.: 3-1 
Kleeb, D.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-140, 4-8 
Klocowski, Jan: Oral comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 3-119 
Knight, Aaron: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-61, 3-80, 3-107 
Knight, Sturdy: Written comments dated September 18, 2016. Comment No.: 3-144 
Knoblock, Peter: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Koch, Rod: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-88 
Kochan, Nick: Written comments dated November29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Kohl, Victoria: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and November 3, 2016. Comment 
No.: 3-120 
Koldin, Myrna: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-106, 4-1, 5-64 
Kolts, Dean: Written comments dated October 1, 2018 and June 19, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
18, 3-19 
Kolodzie, Janet: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-12, 3-56 
Korba, Katherine: Written comments dated November 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Kordas, Rich: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Kostin, Michael: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 
3-106  
Kosty-Lowe, Mary: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-10, 3-119, 
3-142, 4-1, 4-10, 4-22, 6-17 
Kotlarz, Theresa: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 4-16 
Kotz, Robert: Written comments dated January 9, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Kozik, Peter L.: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Kozloski, Anne: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-145 
Kraemer, Scott: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
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Krasnewich, Richard A: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 
3-106, 4-8, 4-10 
Krause, Bill: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Krause, William: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Krauter, Allan: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-23 
Krauter, Marion: Written comments dated October 30, 2016. Comment No.: 4-23 
Krohl, Kelly: Written comments dated October 20, 2016 and October 27, 2016. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 6-17 
Kroll, Erick: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-106 
Kuhn, Mary: Written comments dated July 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 4-18  
Kunzelmann, Peter: Written comments dated July 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-56, 
3-57, 3-105, 4-10, 5-65, 5-71, 6-9 
Kuppermann, Ellison: Written comments dated October 18, 2016 and July 15, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 3-113, 4-8, 6-5, 6-6 
Kurniawan, Matthew: Written comments dated May 5, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-
14, 4-29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Kuss, Raymond: Written comments dated July 9, 2019, July 25, 2019, and July 30, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 5-72, 5-74 
Kutz, Ruth: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
LaBarre, Justin: Written comments dated April 30, 2019 and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-1, 3-61, 4-16, 4-18 
LaClair, Brian: Written comments dated October 27, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Lacy, Dick: Oral comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-63 
Lacy, Martha: Oral comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 5-53, 5-62 
Ladd, Brian: Written comments dated June 20, 2019. Comment No.: 3-46 
Lambert, Robert: Written comments dated July 30, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Lamit, Cinnamon Pace and Jamie: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Lancette, Greg: Written comments dated November 28, 2017 and July 26, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-6, 5-47, 5-91 
Lane, Aggie: Written comments dated November 28, 2016 and December 6, 2016. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-91, 5-92 
Lane, Patrick R.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Lanning, Maeve: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-47, 3-48, 3-85, 3-107, 5-16, 5-17, 5-24 
LaRouche, Sharon Lee: Written comments dated July 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
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Lasda, Richard: Written comments dated June 16, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
LaSonde, Jacqueline: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and July 11, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 5-35, 5-83, 5-85, 5-86, 5-91, 5-92, 5-99, 5-100 
Latchem, Andrea: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
LaVine, Aimee: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-18 
Lavine, Laura: Oral comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-8 
Law, T.E.: Written comments dated December 30, 2016 and November 2, 2017. Comment 
Nos.: 3-1, 3-11, 3-106 
Lawitts, Karen, DDS: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Lawrence: Written comments dated June 17, 2017. Comment No.: 5-39 
Lawrence, George C.: Written comments dated September 20, 2015 and September 17, 
2017. Comment Nos.: 3-8, 3-110 
Lawrence, Julius: Written comments dated October 2, 2018 and April 27, 2019. Comment 
No.: 2-4, 3-18, 3-19, 5-83, 5-91 
Lawson, Alexander (Alex): Written comments dated April 14, 2015, November 5, 2016, and 
May 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-47, 3-48, 3-120, 5-12, 5-17, 5-24 
Lawson, Mark: Written comments dated July 28, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Lawson, Martha: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Lawson, Theresa: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Laxton, Ron: Written comments dated January 10, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 3-
107 
Lea, Barb: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 3-13 
Lee, Megan: Written comments dated June 17, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 4-
29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Leeman, Karen: Written comments dated December 5, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Leiter, Soule: Oral comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Lennox, Clifford G., Jr.: Written comments dated June 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-107, 4-12, 4-14, 4-17, 4-23 
Lentz, Barry: Written comments dated April 7, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-107, 6-21 
Leonardi, Anne Marie: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 
3-106 
Leonardi, Frank: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Leone, Michael: Written comments dated October 1, 2015, November 13, 2015, October 18, 
2016, and December 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-141, 3-142, 5-58 
Leubner, Ray: Written comments dated June 19, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-118, 3-119 
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Lewis, Frederick: Written comments dated January 10, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107, 6-5 
Lewis, Harry: Written comments dated November 29, 2016 and February 5, 2017. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Lewis, Minch: Written comments dated September 25, 2019. Comment No.: 5-46 
Li, Tom: Written comments dated September 14, 2016 and October 21, 2016. Comment Nos.: 
3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 3-119, 4-16, 4-18, 5-42, 5-72 
Limburg, Kevin: Written comments dated September 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 5-17, 5-24 
Lindquist, Nicholas: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 5-23 
Lindsay, Doris: Written comments dated November 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-
8, 4-14 
Lindy, Curt: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-145, 5-8, 5-9, 5-103 
Link Logan, Jonathan: Written comments dated May 6, 2015, October 1, 2015, October 20, 
2016, December 8, 2016, April 10, 2017, September 11, 2019, and December 6, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-17, 3-18, 3-19, 3-61, 3-62, 3-107, 3-118, 3-120, 3-121, 3-122, 3-127, 
3-128, 3-150, 3-151, 3-152, 3-153, 3-154, 3-155, 3-156, 3-157, 3-158, 3-159, 3-160, 3-161, 
3-162, 3-163, 3-164, 3-165, 3-166, 3-167, 3-168, 5-29, 5-78, 5-79, 6-34 
Link Logan, Kristen: Written comments dated October 19, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19 
Lippe, Zach: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 4-16 
Little, Deborah: Written comments dated June 7, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 4-
29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Littlehale, Joan: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-9, 3-20, 3-
106 
Liuzzi, Peggy: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-
53, 5-62 
Lizzio, Molly: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
LoBello, Maureen: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-
8 
Loerzel, Brittany: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Loftus, Michael: Written comments dated October 14, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-127, 3-129 
Long, Bob: Written comments dated May 30, 2019. Comment No.: 3-118 
Long, Karen: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
118, 3-120 
Lord, Jerry: Written comments dated October 30, 2016 and October 31, 2016. Comment No.: 
3-2 
Lorenz, Josef: Written comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-120 
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Louise, Ronna: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-105, 4-
1, 4-16, 5-71, 5-72 
Lowe, Mary: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-1 
Lucyszyn, Lesia: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 5-41, 5-47 
Luke, Garry: Written comments dated April 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-9, 4-10 
Lundquist, Charles A.: Written comments dated August 18, 2017 and August 4, 2018. 
Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 3-21, 3-22, 3-106, 3-107, 4-1, 5-42 
Lynn Lane, Jan: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Lynne, Howard: Written comments dated July 9, 2019 and September 11, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-83, 3-105, 3-106, 4-1, 4-6, 4-8, 4-10, 4-16, 4-18, 4-23, 5-41, 5-71 
MacArthur, Phil and June: Written comments dated October 9, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Machell, Karen: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Machell, Warren: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Mackin, Scott: Written comments dated October 9, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-23 
MacKnight, Steve: Written comments dated October 18, 2016 and October 19, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-118, 3-120, 3-127, 3-128, 3-129 
MacPherson, Cameron: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 
3-19 
Madden, Michael: Written comments dated April 22, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 
4-29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Madden, Pamela: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Madill, Lindy: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-83, 5-84, 5-85, 5-90, 
5-102 
Maffei, Neil: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-121 
Mager, Andy: Written comments dated October 30, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 5-91, 5-92, 6-15 
Magnarelli, William B.: Written comments dated November 21, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 
3-121 
Maguire, Bob: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-148 
Mahon, Chris: Written comments dated May 7, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 3-118, 4-
1 
Mahoney, Dorothy: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Mahoney, M.: Written comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-72 
Malavenda, Anthony “Tony”: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19, 3-119 
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Maldonado, Gina: Written comments dated October 27, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19, 4-26 
Mammoliti, Fred: Written comments dated June 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-10, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-110  
Mandeville, W.T.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-4, 4-8 
Mandros, Athena: Written comments dated September 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Manes, Sid: Written comments dated September 23, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Mangano, Anthony G.: Written comments dated December 12, 2016 and August 31, 2017. 
Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 4-15, 5-6, 5-41 
Manke, Jeffrey: Written comments dated October 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-16, 5-41 
Mann, K.C.: Written comments dated May 8, 2015. Comment No.: 5-35 
Manna, John: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment No.: 4-23 
Manning, Robert: Written comments dated May 7, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-93, 5-17, 5-24 
Mannion, John: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment No.: 3-119 
Mannion, Kerry A.: Written comments dated January 20, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 5-6 
Manzi, Cynthia: Written comments dated June 18, 2019, July 25, 2019, and October 11, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-65, 3-106, 3-119, 4-16, 5-64 
Marcinkowski, Jolanta: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment No.: 4-16 
Marcus, Jack David: Written comments dated June 6, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-
14, 4-29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Mark: Written comments dated June 19, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 4-6, 5-64 
Marshal, Ty: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Marteau, Patrick: Oral comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 6-31 
Martin, Dan: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Martin, Elizabeth: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 
3-106, 4-8 
Martin, Frank: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 5-73 
Martin, James M: Written comments dated November 14, 2014. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
5-6 
Martin, Lory: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 3-106 
Marzella, Brian: Written comments dated October 21, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Marzocchi, Marco: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
106, 4-18 
Masters, Shannon: Written comments dated May 13, 2021. Comment No.: 5-83 
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Mastrogiovanni, Michael: Written comments dated November 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 
3-20 
Masursky, Danielle: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Mathewson, Donna: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Matthews, George: Written comments dated November 14, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-28, 3-
118 
Mautz, Julius: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 5-41 
Maw, Gordon: Written comments dated October 3, 2014. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Maxwell, Jessica: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
May, Rachel: Written comments dated March 6, 2019, September 11, 2019, and February 2, 
2021. Comment Nos.: 2-4, 3-18, 3-19, 5-8, 5-29, 5-35, 5-39, 5-41, 5-57, 5-70, 5-84, 5-86, 5-
98, 5-101, 5-102, 6-5 
McAnany, Mark: Written comments dated January 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 6-6, 6-29 
McAndrew, Mary: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-
53, 5-62 
McBride, Patricia: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
McCabe, Jim: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment No.: 4-23 
McCarthy, Dave: Written comments dated January 29, 2016. Comment No.: 6-6 
McCarthy, Peter: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 4-8 
McClain, May E.: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1 
McClean, Bruce: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-56, 
3-61 
McCord, Laura: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-85, 3-118, 3-
120 
McCoy, J: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment No.: 6-9 
McDermott, Patricia: Written comments dated October 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
McDougald, Hugh: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
McGloan, William: Written comments dated September 18, 2018. Comment No.: 3-1 
McGrath, Kathy: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 4-16, 5-42, 5-
72 
McGraw, Edward: Written comments dated October 19, 2016 and December 3, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-145, 4-23 
McGraw, Shaun: Written comments dated October 31, 2016 and October 7, 2020. Comment 
Nos.: 2-5, 3-1, 3-20, 3-83, 3-105, 4-1, 4-8, 6-9, 6-10 
McGuigan, Andy: Written comments dated February 9, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
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McGuinness, James: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and June 20, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-148, 3-1, 3-20, 3-83, 3-106, 4-9, 4-10, 4-13, 4-16, 4-18, 5-43 
McGuire, Lena: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-135 
McIlvain, Sarah: Written comments dated June 9, 2016, October 6, 2016, December 2, 2016 
and oral comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-142, 5-29 
McLoud, Donna: Written comments dated September 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-65, 
3-105, 3-106, 4-9 
McMahon, Michael P.: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 
3-19 
McNeill, Melinda: Written comments dated October 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 4-1, 5-64, 5-71 
McVey, Justin: Written comments dated September 20, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Meaker, Eric: Written comments dated November 10, 2016, September 11, 2019, and June 
2, 2020 . Comment Nos: 3-113, 6-6 
Melfi, Eric: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-72, 
5-74 
Merwarth, William: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 3-142 
Messina, Vince: Written comments dated August 6, 2019. Comment No.: 6-9 
Meyers, Larry: Written comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Michalenko, Edward, Ph.D.: Written comments dated November 14, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-
20, 3-106 
Michel, David: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-17, 5-
24 
Midgely, JP: Written comments dated October 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 5-30, 5-39 
Migliorisi, Ed: Written comments dated October 8, 2015. Comment No.: 3-106 
Mike and Marilyn: Written comments dated August 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Miletta, Robert: Written comments dated August 1, 2018, July 22, 2019, and September 5, 
2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-56, 3-58, 3-65, 3-106, 3-110, 3-132, 6-9 
Millas, Julie: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 4-8 
Miller, Charles: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-82 
Miller, Christopher: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 
3-120, 3-121 
Miller, Joshua: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-106, 4-10 
Miller, Laura: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 5-44 
Miller, Ximena: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Milliron, Hayden: Written comments dated June 30, 2015. Comment No.: 6-1 
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Millman, Toby: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-112, 3-125 
Minkoff-Zern, Laura-Anne: Written comments dated July 30, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 
3-19, 3-107 
Miranda, John: Written comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-40, 3-66, 5-
85, 5-102 
Misener, Carolyn: Written comments dated January 25, 2019 and July 10, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 4-18, 5-44 
Mitchell, Myron J.: Written comments dated December 5, 2016 and December 15, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-68 
Mitton, Gloria: Written comments dated August 1, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Mix, David S.: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
MonDore, Becky: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
MonDore, Colleen: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 4-1, 
4-3 
Moneti, Carlo: Written comments dated August 24, 2015, February 18, 2016, April 11, 2016, 
April 14, 2016, June 5, 2016, October 13, 2016, December 5, 2016, December 20, 2016, 
October 23, 2019, October 25, 2019, and November 5, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
85, 3-116, 3-118, 3-120 
Monkemeyer, Lenora: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 
3-43, 3-111, 3-139, 5-66 
Monnell, Jane: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 
4-22, 4-23 
Montena, Jessica: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Mooney, David: Written comments dated December 6, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-105, 4-9, 4-10 
Moore, Chevelle: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Moore, Donna: Written comments dated January 10, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107, 
6-5 
Moran, AJ: Written comments dated June 27, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 3-66, 4-9 
Moreth, Janet: Oral comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 
4-1 
Moro, Janet: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 
3-110, 3-119 
Morris, Sarah: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 4-3, 6-
5 
Morrison, John: Written comments dated July 27, 2018. Comment No.: 3-106 
Morrison, Kionna: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
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Morrison, Liza: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Morrison, William: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment No.: 3-86 
Morse, George: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 5-17, 5-24 
Morse, John: Written comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 4-16 
Mortise, Teresa Z.: Written comments dated September 11, 2019 and October 29, 2019. 
Comment No.: 3-20 
Mosher, John: Written comments dated May 11, 2019 and July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
1, 3-20, 3-56, 3-106, 4-16 
Moskal, Thomas and Anna: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-
11, 5-41 
Moving People Transportation Coalition: Written comments dated September 29, 2020. 
Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-26, 3-29, 3-47, 3-61, 3-70, 3-83, 3-85, 3-96, 3-144, 3-145, 4-40, 5-4, 
5-9, 5-17, 5-49, 5-72, 5-76, 5-78, 5-85, 5-88 
Mowins, Kathleen: Written comments dated October 7, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
Mueller, Tony: Written comments dated December 12, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Muldoon, Diane: Written comments dated December 8, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1 
Mulroney, Mark: Written comments dated January 9, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Murphy, Diana L.: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-
20, 3-61, 3-106, 4-16 
Murphy, Susan: Written comments dated June 27, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-61, 3-
105, 3-106, 4-3, 4-8, 4-9, 4-16, 5-41, 5-71 
Murphy-Basson, Geoffrey: Written comments dated August 25, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 
3-2, 3-106 
Murray, Tom: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 3-64 
Myers-Kelly, Connie: Written comments dated November 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-
121 
Myles, Paul: Written comments dated November 22, 2016. Comment No.: 5-29 
Nastasi, Kathleen: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Natale, Mike: Written comments dated April 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Naughton, Peter: Written comments dated October 19, 2016 and September 13, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-61, 3-145, 4-16 
Nellis, Patrick: Written comments dated July 11, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Nemier, Susan: Written comments dated October 27, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Nerode, Nathanial: Written comments dated May 7, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
50 
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Neville, Lisa: Written comments dated August 7, 2017 and July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
18, 3-19, 4-12, 4-14, 5-22, 6-6, 6-10 
Newton, Eileen: Written comments dated July 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 3-
107, 6-5 
New York Civil Liberties Union (NYCLU) (Johanna Miller and Lanessa L. Chaplin, Esq.): 
Written comments dated September 18, 2019 and December 14, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-25, 
3-105, 3-136, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-20, 5-22, 5-36, 5-37, 5-57, 5-69, 5-70, 5-77, 5-78, 5-83, 5-
86, 5-91, 5-98, 5-102, 6-10, 6-20, 6-25 
Nicholas, Richard: Written comments dated May 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Nickens, Denise: Written comments dated September 20, 2015. Comment No.: 5-29, 5-63 
Nicotra, Mark A.: Written comments dated December 5, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
105, 3-106, 3-114, 4-1, 4-14, 5-71 
Niestemski, John: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-148 
Ninno, Mardie: Written comments dated January 9, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 6-5 
Nock, Catherine: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Norsen, Gary: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-61, 4-16 
Nyes, Gyes: Written comments dated May 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-143, 5-49, 6-30 
Nyman, Constance (CRB): Written comments dated December 3, 2015 and June 18, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 5-17, 5-24 
NYS Legislature: Written comments dated November 20, 2015 and September 24, 2020. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-83, 3-106, 4-8, 4-16 
NYS Senators/ Assembly Members: Written comments dated December 19, 2016, February 
7, 2017, and December 28, 2017. Comment No.: 3-106 
O'Connor, John: Written comments dated September 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 5-29, 5-39 
O'Connor, Lorraine: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
106, 5-41 
O'Connor, Robert: Written comments dated October 14, 2016 and December 15, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107, 3-120, 5-53, 5-62 
O'Connor, Tom: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment No.: 3-82 
O'Donnell, James: Oral comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-118, 3-119, 3-130 
O'Donoghue Castillo, Margaret: Written comments dated August 11, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-
2, 3-18, 3-19 
O'Hara, Margaret: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-8, 5-95 
O'Hern, Brian: Written comments dated April 25, 2019. Comment No.: 3-118 
O’Mahony Rohde, Donna: Written comments dated September 23, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-
18, 3-19 
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O'Malley, Pamela: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19 
O'Malley, Peter: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
O'Neal, Barry: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 5-29, 5-53, 5-62 
O'Neil, Thomas: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107, 4-9, 4-10 
O'Rourke, Edward: Written comments dated December 7, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-17, 5-24 
Oakes, Allen: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 3-
106 
Oakley, Paul: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 4-31 
Ocon, Adam: Written comments dated May 31, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-78, 3-106 
Ogburn, Michael: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment No.: 4-23 
Oja, Matt: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and November 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 
3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-46, 3-120 
Olenych, Gwyn: Written comments dated October 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Oliver, Robert: Written comments dated April 1, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-12, 3-106 
Olney, Elizabeth: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 5-29 
Onondaga County Legislature: Written comments dated January 3, 2019. Comment No.: 6-2 
Onondaga County Mayors’ Association: Written comments dated March 12, 2021. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 3-112, 4-8, 4-23, 5-47, 5-65  
Onondaga County Supervisor’s Association: Written comments dated October 1, 2020. 
Comments Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 4-8, 4-9, 4-16, 4-23, 5-41, 5-44, 5-46, 5-47, 5-65 
Oplinger, Judy: Written comments dated October 27, 2016, August 27, 2017, and October 1, 
2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 5-25, 5-53, 5-62 
Orzel, Dean: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Osmun, Julia and Andrew: Written comments dated November 10, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1 
Ossenbruggen, Paul J: Written comments dated October 7, 2016 and October 20, 2016, and 
oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 6-12 
Oswego County Legislature.: Written comments dated October 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
20, 3-105, 5-41  
Ottman, Stan: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 4-8, 4-13, 4-14 
Ours, Martha: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and October 26, 2016. Comment No.: 
3-2 
Owen, Ben: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 4-16, 5-42 
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Owens, Jennifer: Written comments dated August 12, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Owens, Richard R. and Beatrice: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
20, 3-106 
Owens, Thomas: Written comments dated December 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Pach, Lleni: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-1, 5-71 
Packard, Joyce: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
148, 3-7, 3-20, 3-21, 3-22, 3-106, 4-4, 4-9, 4-12, 4-13, 4-16, 4-18, 5-42 
Packard, Thomas N.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016, November 2, 2016, and July 
9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-3, 3-10, 3-20, 3-45, 3-57, 3-83, 3-97, 3-106, 3-118, 3-139, 3-
142, 4-2, 4-3, 4-10, 4-13, 5-17, 5-24, 5-29, 5-42 
Page, Liz: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-8, 4-29, 5-29, 5-30 
Paikin, Cindy: Written comments dated November 10, 2016. Comment No.: 3-106 
Pallante, Frank: Written comments dated November 23, 2016. Comment No.: 3-97 
Pallone, Richard: Written comments dated June 4, 2019. Comment No.: 3-24 
Palmer, L.C.: Written comments dated October 12, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Palmisano, George and Kelly: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-1, 5-26 
Papa, Joseph: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 4-10 
Parker, Ken: Written comments dated July 3, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-12, 3-20, 3-106 
Parzych, Michael (Mike) O.: Written comments dated March 22, 2017, August 1, 2017, August 
8, 2017, October 16, 2017, December 7, 2017, January 5, 2018, January 8, 2018, and June 
18, 2019, and oral comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-90, 3-106, 5-41 
Pascarella, Rosa: Written comments dated October 20, 2016 and November 3, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-47, 3-48, 5-17, 5-24 
Pasinski, Dave: Written comments dated June 16, 2018. Comment No.: 6-27 
Patalita, John: Written comments dated November 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-62, 4-16, 4-
18, 4-20 
Patel, Naresh: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 5-41 
Patel, Viraj: Oral comments dated June 25, 2019 and written comments dated July 25, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-26, 5-41, 5-42 
Paterson, William: Written comments dated June 15, 2015. Comment Nos.: 6-1, 6-6, 6-7 
Patterson, Ernestine: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 4-29 
Peck, Gary: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Pecora, Peter: Written comments dated February 3, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-61, 3-
106, 4-1, 4-8, 4-9, 4-16, 4-18 
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Pellingra, Justin: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-18, 3-19 
Peluso, Joseph: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
105, 3-106 
Peluso, Pauline: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
105, 3-106 
Penn, William A., Ph.D.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1 
Penniman, Dawn: Written comments dated December 30, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-3, 4-
4, 5-3, 5-19 
Pericak, Tom: Written comments dated July 6, 2020. Comment No.: 6-6 
Perperian, Brendan: Written comments dated August 15, 2018. Comment Nos.: 5-17, 5-24 
Peters, Robert: Written comments dated April 10, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-111, 5-20 
Petitte, Mark: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-16 
Petrauskas, Frank: Written comments dated October 30, 2014. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-107 
Petrow, Anthony: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Pettersen, Laurance: Written comments dated January 17, 2020. Comment No.: 5-72 
Pezo, Ignacio: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Pfeifer, Joseph: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
Pham, Kim: Written comments dated October 26, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Phiffer, Dan: Written comments dated April 25, 2019. Comment No.: 5-83 
Phillips, Mark: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-123 
Picariello, Leo: Written comments dated October 13, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 
3-66, 4-8 
Pickard, Jim: Written comments dated October 9, 2016. Comment Nos.: 2-1, 3-1 
Pieczonka, Chris: Written comments dated September 7, 2019. Comment No.: 3-105 
Pierce, Jason: Written comments dated December 19, 2016. Comment No.: 3-106 
Pierce, Mark: Written comments dated April 30, 2015. Comment No.: 6-6 
Pierce-El, Charles: Oral comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-54, 3-56, 4-16, 4-
18, 5-57 
Pietrafesa, Richard: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Pine, Barbara: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Piper, Margaret: Written comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-148, 3-83, 3-
132 
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Pirro, Nicholas J.: Written comments dated August 11, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-
8, 4-18, 4-23, 5-42 
Pisarek, Roger: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-105, 4-8, 4-9 
Piscitello: Written comments dated January 19, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-147 
Pitcher, Jim: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Pizarro-Lopez, Aleris: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 4-29 
Placito, Joyce: Written comments dated November 30, 2016 and February 2, 2017. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Plank, Steve: Written comments dated May 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Plumley, Jamie: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Podkowinski, Dave: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Pola, Al and Lucy: Written comments dated October 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19, 3-52, 3-135 
Polachek, Nancy: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 
3-120 
Polge, Alex: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Polk, Deborah: Oral comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-10, 3-142, 5-76 
Pomeroy, Kim: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-1, 4-10, 4-13 
Poorman, John: Written comments dated September 18, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19, 3-107 
Porcelli, Lesley: Written comments dated June 7, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Porto, Steve: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Powell, John: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 4-17 
Powers, David: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Powers, Ryan: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 5-59 
Pratt, Margaret and Warren: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-
26 
Price, Justin: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment No.: 3-1 
Price, Nelson: Written comments dated November 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Price: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Prutzman, Charles: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment No.: 4-19 
Przepiora, John: Written comments dated June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-82, 4-8, 4-13 
Puchalski, Rich: Oral comments dated June 26, 2019. Comment No.: 6-29 
Pytlak, Glafira: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-142 
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Quartey, Michael: Written comments dated August 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
72 
Quartier, Tom: Written comments dated July 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 6-28 
Quilty-Koval, Nicholas: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-138, 5-67 
Quinn, Madi: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-83, 5-88, 
6-27 
Radford, Phyllis: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-39, 5-41 
Radke, Donald S.: Written comments dated January 13, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
120 
Raffaldi, Thomas V.: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 
3-106 
Randall, Jason: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Ranlet, Ken: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-
16, 4-18, 6-17 
Raoof, William: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Rasi, George: Written comments dated January 5, 2018 and January 30, 2018. Comment 
No.: 3-114 
Raulli, Michael: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment No.: 3-2 
Rea, Jeff: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-120, 3-
121 
Reed, Eric: Written comments dated August 18, 2016. Comment No.: 4-13 
Reed, Jon: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 4-16 
Reed, Marthe: Written comments dated January 15, 2017, January 26, 2017, January 27, 
2017, April 17, 2017, January 8, 2018 and January 9, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 
3-107 
Reed, Robyn: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-61, 4-16, 4-18 
Rees, Alice: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 
5-26 
Reese, Carla: Written comments dated October 1, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-8, 4-
13 
Reff, Sharon: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-83, 4-1, 4-3, 
5-41 
Rehbein, Paul: Written comments dated August 25, 2018. Comment No.: 3-1 
Reiser, Jeff: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-105, 4-16 
Reiter, Steve: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment No.: 3-18  
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Reppert, Jaime: Written comments dated July 19, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-47, 3-
48, 3-52 
Resch, Kathleen A.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and April 10, 2017. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107, 3-120 
Reudink, Ron: Oral comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 3-120, 4-
3, 4-22 
Revere-Lopez, Maryann: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 4-1, 4-3, 6-9 
Reynolds, Robert and Mary: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Reynolds, Sylvia: Written comments dated November 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 
4-16 
Rhea, Deborah: Written comments dated December 3, 2016 and February 9, 2017. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Rhea, Jeffrey: Written comments dated December 3, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
120, 3-121 
Riccio, Joe: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment No.: 3-145 
Rice, Tim: Written comments dated October 6, 2016, August 27, 2017, and October 1, 2018. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-48, 4-8, 4-9, 4-28 
Richardson, Susan: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 4-16 
Riesen, Brenda: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Rigney, Kerin: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-82, 4-20, 5-72 
Riley, Chris and Mark Feldman: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-
18, 3-19, 4-18, 5-53, 5-62 
Rinoldo, Charles: Written comments dated October 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
56, 3-62, 4-16, 4-17 
River, Amy: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment No.: 5-72 
Robbins, George: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-16 
Roberge, Leo: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Roberts, Kevin: Written comments dated June 14, 2018, October 1, 2018, and July 8, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-10, 3-106, 3-115 
Roberts, Jacob Allen: Written comments dated May 9, 2017. Comment No.: 3-111 
Roberts, Peter: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-110 
Roberts, William: Written comments dated September 18, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Roberts: Written comments dated August 25, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Robinson, David: Written comments dated May 2, 2019. Comment No.: 5-32 
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Rojas, Anthony E.: Written comments dated February 1, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
Romano, John: Written comments dated April 26, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-16, 4-
18, 4-20 
Rooney, John: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment No.: 3-41 
Rose, Deborah C.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Rosenberg, Janet: Written comments dated June 24, 2019. Comment No.: 6-27 
Rossi, Angelo: Written comments dated January 2, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-23, 3-106, 
3-107 
Roth, Sondra: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Rucker, Carl: Oral comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-66, 5-41, 5-42 
Rudd, Tim: Written comments dated October 26, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
18, 3-19, 3-116, 5-53, 5-62 
Rudna, Vlad: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Rudy, William: Oral comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-18, 4-23 
Ruggeri, Kathy: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-16, 4-17, 5-43, 5-
72, 5-74 
Runaldi, Ben: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-
41 
Runge, Ellen Fitzpatrick, M.D.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016, October 30, 2016, 
October 31, 2016, November 17, 2016, November 30, 2016, December 7, 2016, and October 
28, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-29, 3-107, 3-145, 4-18, 4-23, 5-17, 5-24 
Runge, Lorne, M.D.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Ruple, Christine: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 5-26 
Ruscitto, Kathyrn H.: Written comments dated July 19, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-82, 3-85, 3-
118, 3-123, 5-15 
Russell, John and Wendy: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and July 23, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-12, 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 4-16, 4-18, 4-23 
Russell, Leah: Oral comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Ryan, Ann M.: Written comments dated August 27, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Ryan, Diana: Written comments dated March 28, 2017, April 20, 2017, June 17, 2017, May 
2, 2019, May 14, 2019, and June 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-28, 3-39, 3-56, 
3-60, 3-61, 3-62, 3-83, 3-96, 3-107, 3-120, 3-122, 3-132, 3-133, 4-5, 5-26, 5-29, 5-63, 5-83, 
5-85, 5-102 
Ryan, Marie: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-
106 
Ryan, Richard: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
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S., Brad: Written comments dated December 19, 2016. Comment No.: 3-106 
Sabene, John: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-20, 5-72 
Sabene, Judy: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 5-72 
Sacco, Sharon: Written comments dated May 1, 2019. Comment Nos.: 2-1, 3-148 
Sadeghy, Campbell: Written comments dated January 17, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 
3-106, 5-17, 5-65, 5-71 
Sage, Gloria: Written comments dated May 16, 2019 and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
96, 4-8, 4-29, 5-4, 5-65, 5-71 
Saikkonen, Al: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-105, 4-
8, 5-65 
Salazar, Alejandrina: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
106, 4-1, 4-3 
Saleh, Florence: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Salm, Kevin: Written comments dated July 16, 2017. Comment No.: 3-56 
Saltalamachia, Nadene: Written comments dated September 5, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-12, 
5-41 
Sanford, Bill: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-
41 
Santarelli, Sonja M.: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 5-26 
Santucci, Regina: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Scanlon, Kelley: Written comments dated December 8, 2018. Comment No.: 3-1 
Scharf, Jason: Written comments dated June 26, 2020. Comment No.: 3-18 
Scheer, Bill: Written comments dated November 1, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-56, 3-
61, 4-16, 4-18, 4-23 
Scheibe, Peter: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Scheufler, Mark: Written comments dated October 10, 2016. Comment No.: 3-132 
Schmarder, WM: Written comments dated June 18, 2019, July 25, 2019, and September 11, 
2019. Comment Nos.: 2-1, 3-148, 3-1, 3-119, 3-142, 4-1, 4-3, 5-41 
Schmid, Janet: Written comments dated February 2, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 
3-107 
Schmitt, Derek: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
Schmitt, Jacqueline: Written comments dated December 14, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Schneckenburger, David: Written comments dated November 9, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-61, 
4-18 
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Schneckenburger, David: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-56 
Schneider, Georgia: Written comments dated October 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19 
Schoonmaker, Gary: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-95 
Schoultz, Bonnie Hazel: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 
3-18, 3-19 
Schreiber, Joan: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-133, 5-41, 
6-1 
Schroeder, Steve: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 4-18, 5-42, 
5-72, 6-10 
Schubert, Annegret: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-
30 
Schubler, Lisa: Written comments dated July 30, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-72, 5-74 
Schubler, Rolland: Written comments dated July 30, 2019. Comment No.: 5-74 
Schulman, Nancy: Written comments dated May 11, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 
4-29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Schult, Julia: Written comments dated October 31, 2016. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-3 
Schuster, Andrew: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and December 3, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Schuster, Nicole: Written comments dated October 27, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
96, 3-120, 3-121, 3-123 
Schwartz, Ellen: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 
3-107 
Schwartzwalder, Mary Beth: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-
120, 3-121 
Sciscioli, Vito: Written comments dated September 5, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-
8, 4-16, 4-18, 5-42 
Scott, Carolyn M.: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Scott, Gerry: Written comments dated September 30, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Scott, Janet: Oral comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 3-106, 3-110, 
4-1, 4-16 
Secora, Jeremy: Written comments dated September 28, 2016. Comment No.: 3-106 
Segrue, Nick: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 5-74 
Seguin, Lawrence: Written comments dated December 30, 2019. Comment No.: 3-113 
Seigler, Reggie: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-83, 5-42 
Seleway, Susan: Written comments dated November 10, 2016. Comment No.: 3-148 
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Sessions, Linda: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-61 
Shafer, P.E. John H.: Written comments dated July 28, 2017, December 20, 2017, and August 
7, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-66, 3-106, 3-131, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 5-64, 5-65, 
5-71 
Shafer, Paul: Written comments dated April 29, 2015. Comment No.: 3-106 
Shah, Mansukh: Written comments dated October 27, 2014. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-
107 
Shandorf, Patrick: Written comments dated March 1, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 
3-107 
Shannon, Bill: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Sharma, Smriti: Written comments dated September 1, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Shattuck, Victor: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 4-1, 4-3 
Shaw, Kari: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-14, 3-26, 4-9, 4-10 
Shaw, Pat: Written comments dated August 8, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Shedd, Jon and Lori: Written comments dated October 18, 2016 and November 16, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-56, 3-61, 4-16, 4-18, 5-42, 5-72 
Shefrin, Bruce: Written comments dated June 9, 2016. Comment No.: 3-135 
Sherman, Sharon: Written comments dated July 17, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-16, 4-18, 5-93, 
6-10 
Sherwood, James: Written comments dated May 7, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-3 
Shoff, Richard F., Jr.: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment No.: 3-122 
Shoultz, Bonnie: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Signorelli, Nicholas: Written comments dated December 5, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Siletski, Agi: Written comments dated January 10, 2019. Comment No.: 6-6 
Silverman, Brenda: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-97, 3-
106, 4-8 
Simmonds, Jennifer: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-1 
Simmonds, Pete: Written comments dated October 9, 2016. Comment No.: 4-16 
Simmons, Charles: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 5-72, 5-74 
Simpson, Robert: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Slabowski, Janet: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and June 29, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-119, 4-16 
Slagle, Anita: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-104 
Sleight, Nathan: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106 
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Smith, Brandt: Written comments dated May 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-66, 3-105, 4-10 
Smith, Candice: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Smith, Dan: Written comments dated October 8, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Smith, Daniel: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 4-1, 5-71 
Smith, David: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-119 
Smith, Dorene: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Smith, Jesse: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Smith, Joshua: Written comments dated October 21, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Smith, Kenneth J.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and September 11, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-1 
Smith, Kevin G.: Written comments dated October 24, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-105, 4-
16, 4-19, 4-23, 5-64 
Smith, Nancy: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-139 
Snyder, Eric G.: Written comments dated December 19, 2016. Comment No.: 3-12 
Sohrweide, Greg: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-119 
Solenberger, Patricia: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-18 
Sorn, William: Written comments dated September 20, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Spadafore, Mark: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Spak, George E.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Spak, Isaac: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Speed, Jon: Written comments dated July 27, 2018. Comment No.: 3-148 
Speer, Lindsay: Written comments dated September 17, 2017 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107, 3-138, 5-17, 5-24, 5-91, 5-92 
Spies, Catherine: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-148 
Spies-Rusk, Chris G.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Spitzer, Kathleen: Written comments dated August 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-107 
Spiwak, Valerie: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 4-28 
Sposato, Richie: Oral comments dated December 6, 2016 and written comments dated 
December 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 5-42 
Stacey, Jim: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-62, 3-142, 4-16, 
5-5, 5-77, 5-80, 5-101 
Stack, Barbara: Written comments dated September 3, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-3, 4-8 
Stallings-Owens, Michquan: Written comments dated August 27, 2017. Comment No.: 3-105 
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Stansbury, Doug: Written comments dated November 23, 2016 and May 30, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-63 
Stanton, Mike: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Starkey, J.D.: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-29 
Steigerwald, Jennifer: Written comments dated November 4, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 4-16 
Steinem, Cynthia: Written comments dated May 1, 2020. Comment Nos.: 4-3, 4-4, 5-63 
Steinkraus, Bonnie: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Stella, John: Written comments dated May 8, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 4-29, 
5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Stephens, Everett: Written comments dated February 14, 2015 and September 26, 2016. 
Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-52, 6-5 
Steuteville, Robert: Written comments dated June 20, 2019. Comment No.: 3-29 
Stevens, Bradley: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Stevens, Joanne K.: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-42 
Stevens, Robert: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment No.: 3-18, 3-29, 3-71, 4-
3 
Stewart, Thomas: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-66, 
3-106, 4-9 
Stimson, Therese M.: Written comments dated October 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-56, 4-16, 
5-72 
Stockman, Corey: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-47, 
3-48, 5-71 
Stockmann, Peter: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-107, 3-119 
Stoner, Donna L: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Stowell, Sue: Written comments dated October 1, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Streatz: Written comments dated June 14, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-85, 3-110 
Stribley, Kathleen: Written comments dated July 16, 2019 and October 3, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-55, 3-88, 3-91, 5-38 
Stroedel, Anne: Written comments dated January 21, 2019. Comment No.: 6-27 
Studdiford, Mary: Written comments dated September 11, 2019 and October 29, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-53, 3-54, 3-61, 3-78 
Subedi, Jay: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Sullivan, Jim: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment No.: 3-148 
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Sullivan, Kenneth: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
105, 3-106, 4-9, 4-13 
Sullivan, Timothy: Written comments dated July 24, 2016. Comment No.: 3-12 
Super 8 Motel Syracuse/Liverpool Airport Area: Written comments dated April 15, 2021. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 5-41, 5-47 
Sussman, Andrew: Written comments dated November 10, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
106, 5-41 
Sutherland, Douglas: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Svegl, Michael: Written comments dated August 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Swanson, Miriam: Written comments dated June 18, 2019 and July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 
3-20, 3-83, 3-105, 3-106, 3-119, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-11, 4-13, 5-71 
Swanson, Richard and Patricia: Written comments dated October 21, 2016. Comment Nos.: 
3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Swatt, Michael: Written comments dated January 31, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Sweet, Jeff: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-119 
Swerdan, Tom: Oral comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 5-42 
Swieck, Andrew: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-120 
Swords, Peter: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Syracuse City School District: Written comments dated March 25, 2021. Comment No.: 5-98 
Syracuse Common Council: Written comments dated January 12, 2016, July 1, 2016, January 
12, 2017, February 20, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-13, 3-18, 3-19, 3-120, 3-121, 3-127, 3-146, 
5-91, 5-92, 6-20 
Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC): Written comments dated June 24, 
2019. Comment Nos.: 2-5, 3-57, 3-58, 3-61, 3-65, 3-66, 3-68, 3-69, 3-70, 3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 3-
75, 3-82, 3-89, 3-92, 3-93, 3-94, 3-97, 3-99, 3-100, 3-102, 3-128, 3-132, 3-139, 3-149, 4-1, 4-
29, 4-36, 5-3, 5-9, 5-13, 5-14, 5-17, 5-24, 5-81, 5-82, 5-97, 5-104, 6-24, 6-25 
Syverud, Kent: Written comments dated April 19, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Szabo, Danielle: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-121 
Szewil, Micheal: Written comments dated April 27, 2020. Comment No.: 3-59 
T., S.: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-113 
Taliercio, Ann Marie: Written comments dated October 8, 2015 and January 10, 2019. 
Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Taliercio, Ann Marie & Greg Lancette for the Central and Northern New York Building and 
Construction Trades Council. Written Comments dated March 24, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-
106, 4-1, 4-3, 5-41, 5-47 
Tartaro, Anthony: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 4-1, 5-65 
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Tarver, Karriem: Written comments dated July 2, 2019. Comment No.: 5-7 
Tassone, Joe: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Taxpayer: Written comments dated February 9, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-22 
Taylor, Ben Larry and Judith A.: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-41 
Taylor, Earl: Written comments dated September 20, 2015, October 6, 2016, September 17, 
2017, October 1, 2018, December 19, 2018, and June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 
3-19, 3-23, 3-30 
Taylor, Jennifer: Written comments dated November 15, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-
106, 5-72, 6-17 
Taylor, IV, John, W.: Written comments dated July 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-56, 3-
106, 4-16 
Terrill, Michael: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-31, 4-18 
Terry, Nan: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 4-3 
Thannhauser, Shannon: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
106 
Thiemann, Peter: Written comments dated October 7, 2016 and November 4, 2016. Comment 
Nos.: 3-56, 4-16 
Thomas, Keith: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 4-1, 4-3 
Thomas, Kyle E: Written comments dated October 27, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Thompson, Martha: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Timmons, Bill: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 4-13 
Tinklepaugh, Mark: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment No.: 3-20 
Tobin, Erin: Written comments dated September 12, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-23, 
3-30, 4-8, 5-54, 5-56 
Todisco, Joe: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 5-41, 5-
47 
Todzia, Frank: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 3-
119 
Toporzycki, Nicholas: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-
20, 3-106 
Toscano, Dan: Written comments dated May 7, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 3-106 
Toscano, Mary: Written comments dated December 2, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Town of Camillus: Written comments dated February 17, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-112, 
4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-13, 5-64, 6-65, 5-70 
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Town of Cicero: Written comments dated July 26, 2019 and July 31, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
1, 4-16, 4-35, 5-41, 5-47 
Town of Clay: Written comments dated July 17, 2019 and February 16, 2021. Comment Nos.: 
3-20, 3-106, 3-112, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-13, 4-16, 5-32, 5-42, 5-64, 6-65, 5-70 
Town of Elbridge: Written comments dated December 29, 2016 and February 16, 2021. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 3-112, 4-1, 4-3, 4-8, 4-13, 4-16, 4-23, 5-17, 5-24, 5-64, 5-65, 5-
70 
Town of Locke: Written comments dated February 14, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-
23 
Town of Lysander: Written comments dated January 10, 2016 and January 9, 2017. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-8, 4-16, 5-17, 5-24, 5-64, 5-71 
Town of Marcellus: Written comments dated December 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-
106, 4-1, 4-16, 4-18, 5-17, 5-24, 5-64, 5-71 
Town of Otisco: Written comments dated December 21, 2016 and July 30, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-148, 3-20, 3-105, 3-106, 4-1, 5-71 
Town of Owasco: Written comments dated December 8, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
4-1, 4-8, 4-12, 4-16, 4-18, 4-23, 5-17, 5-24, 5-64, 5-65, 5-71 
Town of Pompey: Written comments dated December 13, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 
3-106, 4-1, 4-18, 5-17, 5-24, 5-64 
Town of Salina: Written comments dated January 6, 2015, September 6, 2018, June 24, 2019, 
February 7, 2020, and February 11, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-41, 5-47 
Town of Salina Hotels (various): Written comments dated May 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-
20, 3-106, 5-41, 5-47 
Town of Skaneateles: Written comments dated July 23, 2019. Comments No.: 4-17, 4-23 
Town of Spafford: Written comments dated July 24, 2019. Comments Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 4-
16, 5-41 
Town of Van Buren: Written comments dated January 9, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
4-1, 4-14, 4-16, 4-18, 4-23, 5-17, 5-24, 5-64, 5-71 
Townsend, Kim: Written comments dated August 4, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-88, 5-38 
Treier, Merike: Written comments dated October 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 
3-40, 3-48, 3-51, 3-64, 3-77, 3-83, 3-96, 3-97, 3-140, 3-142, 4-17, 4-18, 4-23, 4-30, 5-2, 5-12, 
5-17, 5-24, 5-51, 5-53, 5-62, 5-71, 5-84, 5-87, 5-88, 5-90, 5-91, 5-92, 5-100 
Trevvett, James: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-
19 
Trotman-Wilkins, David: Written comments dated December 3, 2016. Comment No.: 3-110 
Tru by Hilton Syracuse North/Airport Area: Written comments dated April 15, 2021. Comment 
Nos.: 3-20, 5-41, 5-47 
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Tucci, Patricia: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
5-41 
Turbert, Pat and Alex: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 
3-19, 4-1, 4-3 
Turner, John: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment No.: 3-148 
Tussing, Dale and Ann: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Tuttle, Gregory: Written comments dated December 3, 2014. Comment No.: 6-6 
Twichell, Lucy: Written comments dated May 25, 2021. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-136, 4-14, 4-
29, 5-3, 5-4, 5-8, 5-9, 5-12, 5-57, 5-70, 5-86, 5-91, 5-98, 6-37 
Tyo, Ethan. Written comments dated July 9, 2020. Comment Nos.: 6-10, 6-33 
Tyrrell, Shawn: Written comments dated September 20, 2015 and September 17, 2017. 
Comment No.: 3-2 
Ulatowski, Damian M.: Written comments dated January 26, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 
3-105, 3-106, 4-1, 4-9, 4-14, 5-43, 5-71 
Usiatynski, Frank: Written comments dated November 15, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-1, 3-5, 3-6, 3-10, 3-20, 3-106, 5-17, 5-24, 6-17 
V., Damian: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Vallelogna, Damian: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
19 
Van Hall, Dawn: Written comments dated August 14, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-
106, 4-1, 4-9, 4-10, 5-71 
Van Norstrand, Ron: Written comments dated July 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-5, 
5-63, 5-77 
Van Valkenburgh, Cheryl: Written comments dated October 30, 2016, August 8, 2017, May 
29, 2019, June 25, 2019, and September 16, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-12, 3-57, 3-61, 3-
145 
VanBuren, Dale: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Vandervort, Eric: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-47, 5-19, 5-30 
Vandeven, Chris: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
4-13 
Vargas, Lilia: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 5-
41, 5-47 
Varisco, Francine: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-16, 5-41 
Vaughn, David: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-16, 4-8, 4-10 
Venesky, Mark: Written comments dated February 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Ventura, Shane: Written comments dated October 30, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
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Verbeck, Susan: Written comments dated November 5, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 4-16, 4-
18 
Verginio, Joseph: Written comments dated October 6, 2016 and December 2, 2016. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 3-56, 3-119 
Village of Aurora: Written comments dated October 19, 2016. Comment No.: 4-23 
Village of Cayuga: Written comments dated December 16, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
4-18, 4-23 
Village of Fayetteville: Written comments dated July 15, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 
4-8, 4-16, 5-41, 5-42 
Village of Minoa: Written comments dated June 4, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 3-114, 
3-131 
Village of Skaneateles: Written comments dated December 9, 2016 and June 19, 2018. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 3-114, 4-23, 5-64 
Vincent, Matthew: Written comments dated August 25, 2018 and September 23, 2018. 
Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Vinciguerra, Jessica: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-120, 3-
121 
Vinciguerra, Lou and Anne: Written comments dated November 3, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-
120, 3-121 
Vishnesky, Phillip: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-56, 3-57, 
3-106, 3-119  
Visser, Pat: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Visser, Rob: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106 
Vogel, Anna: Written comments dated July 28, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-105 
Vogelsang, Eric: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
W., Porscha: Written comments dated October 7, 2020. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20 
Waclawski, Joe: Written comments dated October 7, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Waelder, Karen: Written comments dated July 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Wahl, Tom: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-18, 3-19 
Walker, Bob: Written comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment No.: 6-9 
Walker, Michael: Written comment dated December 6, 2016. Comment No.: 5-91, 5-93 
Wallon, Anthony: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-105, 3-106 
Wallon, Kathy: Oral comments dated July 25, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-20, 3-106, 4-1, 5-32, 
5-41 
Walsh, Ben: Written comments dated February 27, 2019, August 16, 2019, and October 18, 
2019. Comment Nos.: 5-78, 6-8 
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Walter, Elaine: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Wanamaker, Hayes: Written comments dated January 10, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-105, 6-16 
Ward, Edwin: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19, 3-107 
Ward, Robert: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Warren, Hannah: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 3-18 
Washington, Rae: Written comments dated September 11, 2019. Comment No.: 3-106 
Wasser, Perrine: Written comments dated October 1, 2018 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 3-18, 3-19, 5-30, 5-39 
Watkins, Andrew: Written comments dated May 29, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-15, 3-20, 3-56, 
3-57, 3-58, 3-105, 3-106, 4-9, 4-14, 4-16, 4-18, 4-22 
Watkins, Mark: Written comments dated June 18, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106, 4-
1, 5-71 
Watkins, Mark: Written comments dated October 1, 2015. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
Watts, Nicole: Written comments dated October 20, 2016. Comment No.: 3-118 
Webber, Bob: Written comments dated September 18, 2016. Comment No.: 3-139 
Weegar, Matt: Written comments dated July 18, 2018. Comment Nos.: 3-118, 3-119 
Wegersk, Patrick: Written comments dated July 9, 2019. Comment Nos.: 4-1, 4-8 
Weingarth, Daniel N.: Oral comments dated December 6, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-20, 3-
106, 3-120, 3-122 
Weinstein, Gary: Written comments dated September 18, 2016 and June 18, 2019. Comment 
No.: 3-2, 3-18, 3-19 
Weissman, Evan: Written comments dated November 29, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Welch, Lisa M.: Written comments dated October 24, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-2, 3-120, 5-41 
Welch, Paul: Written comments dated November 28, 2016. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Welch, Rosemary: Written comments dated September 22, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-19 
Wenner, Scott: Written comments dated July 10, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-61, 4-9, 4-10, 
4-16  
Wenthen, Carole: Written comments dated July 8, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-105, 4-16, 4-17, 
5-42 
Wenthen, Fredric: Written comments dated October 6, 2016. Comment No.: 4-16 
Wentworth, Dan: Written comments dated June 24, 2019. Comment Nos.: 3-1, 3-20, 3-106 
West, Caroline: Written comments dated November 3, 2016 and July 11, 2019. Comment 
Nos.: 4-26, 5-29 
Westerdahl, Nicole: Written comments dated September 17, 2017. Comment Nos.: 3-18, 3-
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