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1 Introduction
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2 Background research

2.1 Previous studies
2.1.1 Transportation planning studies

hy2yRFE3ILF [ 2dzyieQa SIHalSNYy adzomdzaNba KIFIgS t2y@ o60SSy
studies smmarized below are not an exhaustive list, but include the most substantial SMTC/NYSDOT
study efforts beginning in the early 1990s.

U Eastern Onondaga County Traffic Needs Study, Final R8pptember 1993, C&S Engineers, Inc

In 1993, the SMTC and thYSDOT initiated a substantial effort with t&stern Onondaga County Traffic

Needs Studyi 2 & SEF YAYS GKS AYLI OG 2F LINRLRZASR FyR LINR2
roadway operations inth@ I yf A dza | Yy R 5 S2983(study wasluh éBién of pteicust

efforts by SMTC and NYSDOT examining the potential for relocation of RoufEh296tudy evaluated

ten alternatives to address traffic concerns in the eastern suburbs, including two options for
extending/relocating Route 290, two altetives for extending/relocating Route 173, two alternatives for

widening Route 5, intersection improvements, construction of a High Occupancy Vehicle lane, commuter
transit service, and a cgoool matching service.

The preferred alternative was determideto be the intersection improvementsit 12 selected
intersections, alongvith relocation of Route 290 as a felane facility from the Butternut Interchange to

the intersection of Route 290 and Route 2% Manlius CenterThis study also recommended atidnal

study of key links such as Burdick Street from Route 5 to Route 290 and the Routes 5/92 overlap from Erie
Boulevardto LyR2Yy / 2NYySN&E>X adlrdAy3a GKFG aGKS 3J21f g2dAZ R
centers adjacent to the highway, buttWwiindirect access, possibly via a service or exclusive driveway. All

of these links have too many points of access which hinders traffic flow, reduces capacity and increases
0KS tS@St 2F aASNIBAOS | yR 02y 3SaiAz2Nd @l AQ/S a8K 2NLys FiS
along the major transportation routes as far back as 1993.

0 2020 Long Range Transportation Pladanuary 19955MTC.

In January 199§ less than two years after the publication of the final report for the Eastern Onondaga

County Taffic Needs Study the SMTC published the 2020 Long Range Transportation Plan (LR&P). T

Route 290 extension/relocation was discuss@d af Sy 3 K 2020 LRKBe rélacation @fRoute

290 had beenincluded in the 1994999 Transportation Imp@SYSy & t NEINF Y O60KS NB3I
federallyf dzy RSR (NI yalLBR2NIFdA2y OFLAGIE LINRB2SOGao Fa Iy
GOKS LJzN1J2&aS 2F (GKS LINRBLRASR FlLOAtAGe ogla (2 AyONZ
suburbsini KS G2¢ya 2F 5S2A0G> alytAdzaI FyR {dZ t A QDI yd¢
290 project in terms of its effectiveness at meeting the plan objectives, and found that the project would

have only a minimal positive impact on the most congdsareas in the eastern suburbs and the cost

g2dzft R 0S adzadlydAlrt® ¢KS wnun [we¢t O2yOf dzRSR K|
202S00GAQ0Sap¢
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U Traffic Needs Report Project Development Phase, DeWit
FayettevilleManlius, Onondaga Countiew York, Final
Report August 1996, McFarlarbhnson Inowith Fisher
Associates and RSG

This study was completed by a consultant team for the SM
NYSDOT, and OCDOT as a felipwto the 1993 Eastern
Onondaga County Traffic Needs Studyi 2 | RIBrMfi3 3§
and prioritize improvements that will alleviate traffi
congestion at key intersectiorisThis was a direct response t
GKS GLINBFSNNBER It GSNYyI GA@S
although the relocation of Route 290 had, by this time, be
eliminated from consideration through the 1995 LRTP procd

Traffic counts, existing and future level of service analysis,
accident analysis were conducted for 15 intersections in
towns of DeWitt and Manlius (including the Village

Fayettevillg. Conceptual diagrams were developed for futu
improvements at each intersectioffhe subject intersectiong

were ranked for future project priority based on technical a

In 2015, the SMTC published the fir
entirely new LRTP since the original 20
plan. The current 2050 LRTP focuses
preservation and maintenance of th
current transportation system ithin the

current funding situation. The
transportation system in our region hg
extensive needs to bring it into a state

good repair, but federal funding fo
transportation has not kept pace with thes
needs. This means that very limited fundit
is avdlable for new projects, making
capacity expansion projects unlikely. T
extension or relocation of Route 290 wzé
discussed during the development of th
{ac¢c/ Qa OdzNNB vy i H
Transportation Plan, and was aga
identified as a project that woulehot be
AyOft dZRSR Ay GKS NB

social/environmental factors, as well as a combined ranking. The four locatiansreed in the Village
of Fayetteville, and their resulting priorifgr implementation of the conceptual improvementsere:

9 Route 5/North BurdicKpriority 4 of15)
9 Route 5/Highbridgépriority 12 of15)

9 Route 257/Salt Sprindgriority 14 ofl5)
1 Route 3Route 257(priority 15 0f15)

The conceptual diagrams developed foese intersections included a number of road widenings (to add

auxiliary turn lanes) and redesignation of existing lanes. A few of the improvements have been

implemented, but most, primarily those that involved wideninghave not been implemented.

U Eastern Onondaga Area Stuiyarch 1998, SMTC.

SIad SN}y &dzo dzNDb a

gSNBE 2yO0S

again pointed to population growth andommercial development in the area contributing to traffic

hy2yRI3F [ 2dzyieéQa
ANRPGUOKEZ YR a2dAKG G2 FTAYR
dalidzReé ARSYGATASR GKIG GKS

b

G2LIAZ2YaA
.{5h¢ KIR

be explored. The study examined, in various combinations,-gadkide options, relocation of Route
173, new ramps at the Butternut Interchangebypass in the area of Jaswéle Quarry, a reversible lane

2y w2dziS HZ YR I ySg

¢ KNXzg | &

AYGSNDKEy3S

alternatives examined the one with the most promise seems to be Alternative 7 (Route 9&iBleve

[FyS&a0dé ¢KAE o1 &

YSOSNI AYLIE SYSYGUSR®

gSa

FIFAY

T2NJ AYLINRGSR
a NBPO&y Ut 8¢
near the Wegmans plaza, but that congestion was continuing to worsen and that alternative routes should

C
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U Project Scoping Report for Route 5 and Route 257 Intersg20068,NYSDOT

The NYSDOT initiated further study of the Route 5/Routeir@®7sectionwith an Initial Project Proposal

(IPP) for reconstruction dfhe intersection in 2007. The project development process included the
creation of a Project Scoping Report in 2009. The expressed purpose was to address the condition of
pavement at this intersection. Roadside quality, drainage, safety issues, opetatapzeity needs, and
pedestrian needs were also considered.

The PSR identified poor levels of service (LOS E/F) under existing (2009) and future (2035) conditions,
during both the morning and evening peak hours, at this intersection. The PSR acknowikeeged
conditions that contribute to this LOS, stating:

The poor LOS at the intersection is influenced by the lack of adequate storage capacity of the turn
lanes and also the proximity of the Salt Springs Rd. intersection. This is especially true for the
northbound left turn movement during the AM Peak: only four cars can be accommodated in the
available storage space and the high volume of this movement results in backups on Route 257 to
the south and Salt Springs Rd. to the east. The proximity of th§@algs Rd. intersection also
makes it difficult to implement and effective phasing plan, as movements must be coordinated by
a single controller(p.14)

L GAYFGSt e GKS t{w ARSYydGATE

{ SNBAOS Ww5Q 2NJ o0SiddSNWE ¢ 2
including:
9 Signal modifications

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 4

Roundabout

Route 257 widening and Route 5 restriping
Route 5 widening

Route 92 widening

Bypass of village

New Thruway intercange

2
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All operations alternatives were dropped from consideration, due to minimal expected improvements
coupled with high costs and substantial property/environmental impacts, or incompatibility with the
village character.

2.1.2 Traffic impact studies

A numberof traffic impact studies have been completed for proposedaliggments in the Village of
Faetteville within the last few years. These developments will need to be taken into account when

determining likely future traffic volumes through the study area.

U Coffee Shop, January 2014, Clough Harbour & Associates.

This study was completedr the current5 dzy {1 Ay Q 5 2 y dzii &
the northeast corner of Route 5 and Route 257. The site haadodlss driveways on Rolieand Route

AK2L) 2y

G§KS T2NXS
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257, plus a righturn out only driveway on Route 5. The study considered two intersections: Route
5/Route 257 and Route 257/Salt Springs Road (both signalized intersections). The intersections currently
operate at LOS D and C, respectivelyaffic volume counts were conducted in September 2013, and
again in February 2015. The study used a 1% per year growth rate used, but acknowtedgetlimes
on Route 5 have)R SONB I &SR 2@0SNJ GKS LI ad p &SI NBOfican@SNI £ f =
AYLI OiGé¢ 61 & SE-bifering & fhe She\aB & new coffee dsp.
U Fayetteville Village Apartments, February 2015, SRF Associates.
This studyexamined the impacts of a residential development proposal oridireer OBG Tech site. The
proposalincluded 312 apartment units in 12 buildings with access via two driveways on Rd{tee5.
proposed units were later reduced to 25@Fhe following intersections were studied:

1 Route 5/Route 257
Route 5/Salt Springs Road
Route 5/Tracy Lumber driveway
Route 5/Post Office exit
Route 257/Salt Springs Road
Route 5/site driveways
The study used a 0.5% per year growth rate. Intersection turning movement counts were conducted in
February 2015. The study states tiaNB & dzf G a A Y RA OF S sidnfll ot réskitSn abyNR LI2 & S
potentially significant adverse traffic impacts to the existing roadway network in tirdtyiof the project
aArilSé | odtfsith Kalffid mitigafion is warranted or recommended as a result of the proposed
RS @St 2 LOhytyadsgoitation demand management (TDMheasures were identifieds possible
mitigation.

= =4 =4 4 =

Although this proposed development scenario was rejected by the community, the site will likely remain
attractiveto developers and the village must be preparedéspond to future proposals.

U Highbridge Commons, August 2015 (revised December 2015), Dunn & Sgromo Engineers

This study examined the potential impactsan13,900 square foanulti-use buitling (retail/office) and

2,700square foot fasfood restauant at the southeast corner of Route 5 and Highbridge Street. One
right-in/right-out only driveway was proposed on Route 5, with a-dicltess driveway on Highbridge

Street and a connection to Fitch Street, a local road at the south edge of the sitntEveections were

studied: Route 5/Highbridge Street/Limestone Plamad Route 5/North Burdick StreefTraffic counts

were conducted in March 2015. The study concluded thalzy’ R Shild odzfitibns, operations will be

maintained equal to the existinlevelof-da SNIWA OS |4 GKS Gg2 addzReé F NBF A
measuresvere recommendedwWestboundleft turns are currently prohibited ahe Route 5/Highbridge

Street intersection but this studyindicates that the NYSDG@Tg A £ £ NB Y 2 @ sigrkupony 2 £ ST

,,,,,

NEIjdzSad FTNRY GKS +Aftl3IS 2F CreSiasSortt st
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2.2 Traffic data
2.2.1 HistoricRoute 5 traffic volumes

The NYSDOT publishes estimates of Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) on segments of all State roads in
the annual Traffic Volume Report. Theseirasttes are basean counts conducted by NYSDOT on a
recurring basis. SMTC consulted the 20r&ffic Volume Repb (the most recent available reporfpr

AADT estimates on segments of Route 5 through the Town of Manlius from 200040A20&hown in
Table2-1, these traffic volumes have generally declined over plast 10 years. The current (2015
NYSDOT estimates for AADT on Route 5 are based on declines or very minimal increase in volumes.
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Table2-1: Traffic volumes on Rde 5, Town of Manlius, 200Q016

Segment :
T.Manlius/ : : : : C.Onondaga/
eastern V.Fayetteville Highbridge Rd. | Salt Springs Rd. Route 257 Duguid Rd. Route 290 C Madison

endpoint

Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual
Yean | AADT growth AADT growth AADT growth AADT growth AADT growth AADT growth AADT growth
2000 | 19,691 10,314
2001 27,056
2002
2003 11,483  3.6%
2004 28,818 2.1%| 22,133 16,419
2005 | 34,186 11.7% 6,524
2006 6,208 -4.8%
2007 28,78 -0.04%| 21,126 -1.5%| 15,615 -1.7%
2008 | 23,206 -12.1% 10,935
2009 5973 -1.3%| 10,116 -2.1%
2010 20,983 -0.2%
2011 15,693 0.1%| 9,018 -6.2%
2012
2013
2014 8,845 -0.6%
2015| 23,203 0.0%| 22,712 -2.9%| 21,236 0.2%| 15,889 0.3%| 8,875 0.3%| 7,011 27%| 11,771  2.6%
2016 21,319 0.4%
Source: 20002014 volumes frodNYSDOT Traffic Volume Report, July 2255 volumes from NYSDOT Traffic Data Viewer; 2016 vilomé&lYSDOT

Traffic Count Hourly Report.

AADT is given in vehicles per day.
*This segment begins #te intersection of Route 5 and Route 92 (i.e. Lyndon Corners)

Note: NYSDOT performs traffic counts on a recurring basis. Blank cells in the table idicthe segment was not counted in that yedf15volumes
shown in italic texare estmates based on historical datas published in the NYSDOT Traffic Volume Report July 2015 (the most recent report available at the
time of this writing) Annual gowth rate is calculated from previous available count.
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2.2.2 Intersection traffic volumes

Table 22 comparesrecent traffic volumesfor intersections within the Village of Fayettevilie 1995
volumesincluded in theTraffic Needs Report Project Developmentdeh®eWitiFayettevilleManlius,
Onondaga County, New York, Final Re(i®96 McFarlandJohnson Inowith Fisher Associates and RSG

The 2014/2015 volumes were found in recent traffic impact studies; all of these counts were conducted
between January 21 and March 201%ata for the Route 5/North Burdick Street intersection in the PM
peak hour show growth of about 1.3 percent per year from 1995 to 2015, but all of the remaining
intersections saw either declines in total entering volume or growth ofthesss 1 percent per year during

both the AM and PM peak hours.

Table 22: Totalpeak hourentering volume for selected intersections, 1995 and 2014/2015

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
2014/ Annual 2014/ Annual
Intersection 1995 2015 growth | 1995 2015 growth
Route 5/
0, (0)
North Burdick 2,200 2,403 0.4%| 2,805 3,630 1.3%
AL 5 2,165 2,178  0.0%| 2,785 2,862 0.1%
Highbridge
Route 5/
. 0, _ 0,
Route 257 1,725 1,465 0.8%| 2,035 1,588 1.2%
Route 257/ | 1 105 1261  0.7%| 1,260 1156 -0.4%
SaltSprings
Cedar Bay \ o
North Burdick 780 843 0.4%| 1,169 1,226 0.3%
Sources:

1 1995 volumesTraffic Needs Report Project Development Phase, D&ajttttevilleManlius, Onondaga County,
New York, Final Repqt996, McFarlandohnson Inc. with Fisher Associates and RSG)

9 2014/2015 volumes: Traf Impact Study for Highbridge Commons (August 2015, revised December 2015, Dunn
& Sgromo Engineers); NYSDOT Region 3 traffic counts; Fayetteville Village Apartments Traffic Impact Study
(February 2015, SRF Associates).

2.2.3 CQurrent intersection capacity angis

Current level of service and delay information was available from recent traffic impact studies for four
intersections in the village. This information is shown in T&e All of these intersections currently
operate at an overall LOS D or betguring both peak hours, although some individual movements
operate at LOS E or Fhe data indicate the greatest delay for the southbound approach at the Route
257/Salt Springs Road intersection, with 110 seconds of average vehicle delay.
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Table2-3: immary of existing intersection level of service and delay

Intersection AM peak hour  PM peak hour
Approach Movement LOS (delay) LOS (delay)
Route 5 / North Burdick B (19) C (35)
Eastbound Left F (83) F (83)
Through/right A (8) C (22)
Westbound Left/through B (13) D (36)
Right A (2) A (8)
Northbound Left/through/right D (47) D (54)
Southbound Left D (50) E (57)
Through D (51) E (61)
Right A (4) A (5)
Route 5 / Highbridge C (25) C (23)
Eastbound Through/right B (15) B (19)
Westbound Left/through B (20) B (16)
Northbound Left D (44) D (55)
Right B (12) B (14)
Southbound Left D (40) D (43)
Right E (64) D (53)
Route 5/ Route 257 D (36) C (35)
Eastbound Left C (27) C (23)
Through/right C (30) D (39)
Westbound Left C (26) E (68)
Throwh/right D (47) C (32)
Northbound Left C (32) B (14)
Through/right A (6) A (4)
Southbound Left D (50) E (60)
Through/right E (60) E (76)
Route 257 / Salt Springs C (24) D (47)
Eastbound Left C (26) C (34)
Through/right C (22) D (38)
Westbound Let/through/right B (14) B (13)
Northbound Left/through/right D (37) D (35)
Southbound Left/through/right C (21) F (110)

LOS = Level of service. Delay is the average delay per vehicle, in seconds.

SourcesTraffic Impact Study for Highbridge Comm¢#asgust 2015, revised December 2015, Dunn & Sgromo
Engineers); Fayetteville Village Apartments Traffic Impact Study (February 2015, SRF Associates).



Fayetteville Route 5 Transportation and Land Use Analysis DRAFT for SAC review October 2017

2.3 Existing plans

Current plans that will impact development in the Village of Fayetteviddisted belowalong with items
from each plan that are most relevant to the current transportation and land use study.

U Village of Fayetteville Parks Master Plan, 1997

The 1997 Parks Master Plan includieéar parks along Limestone Creek and a K 2 LJQT&ese chid@ 2 1
present multimodal travel options within the village.

U Fayetteville Commercial Design Guidelines, EDR, August 2006

CKS O2YYSNDALFE RSaAdy 3IdzARSEAYySa F2N 6KS @Attt 3as
for each commercial charactarea. Pedestrian safety and traffic calming are themes throughout the
document, with suggestions for sidewalks, parking, and streetscaping.

U Resolution Setting Forth Village of Fayetteville Commitment to Complete Streets, November 2012

This resoluton s Sa GKI G GKS @Af f I 3S aadths Gllatie Bligkieeywill maké t dzo f
Complete Streets part of their operations and incorporatenPlete Streets features into future projects

U Village of Fgetteville Comprehensive Plarpdated August 2014

The updated Comprehensive Plan recommends a number of notable transpostdoh | G SR & OG A 2
including:

1 Explore the opportunity to create a center median and wider sidewalk on East Genesee Street in
the lower business district

1 Encourage westbound traéfon Route 5 to use Limestone Plaza for left turns onto Highbridge

Road

Provide additional Park N Ride parking spaces within the Village

Additional bus service

New sidewalks along Edseneseéestreet and North Burdick Streaear Towne Center

Traffic cdming

New pedestrian connections, especially to parks, and improved/new sidewalks

Traffic police officefor 30 minutes in AM and PM to direct traffic at Burd&tkeetEast

GeneseéStreet

9 Bike lanes, encouragiricycle use, bike racks

=A =4 =4 4 -8 4

The plan designas five areas for new sidewalks: Route 5 from Southfield Street to Briar Brook; Brooklea
Drive from Center $etto Route 257; Sheffield Lane; Salt Sprirgadfrom Orchard condos to Redfield
Avenue and Penwood Larie Barker ane

Residential growtho the east (in Manlius as well as Town of Sullivan/Village of Chittenangtentified

asthe source ofthe @A t £ | 3 S Q &, wilhNfie Edmip@herisisiedPdad stating thihe cumulative

traffic impacts of historic growth, particularly that of nklgpring communities, are inhibiting current and
FdzidzNBE INRPGGK 2LIIRNIdzyAGASa gAGKAY GKS +Affl 3Saé
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U Village of Fayetteville Climate Action Plan Decenit#r4, Central New York Regional Planning and
Development Board

A Climate Action Plan was developed foe Village by the Central New York Regional Planning and
Development Board (CNYRPDB) with the goalettuce the amount of transportatiorelated GHG
emissions by increasing options for l@arbon transportation and increasing use of alternative fuels
Transportationrelated recommended actions include:
1 Prepare a c,ommutin,g arlalysis to eyaluate the need for organized carpovoIiAng aﬂsvheide 3
2LIRZ NI dzyAUASa adzOK Fa &) 0SNEXZ a{ARS{TAO1¢€Z YR
1 Use smaller school buses when only a few students are beamgported to and from school
events
The Climate Action Plan noted that 78 percefivorkers residing in the village drive alone to wdssed
on 20082012 American Community Survey data.

2.4 Background research summary

Based on the available previous nisportation plans, historic and current traffic volumes, and existing
planning documents, the following points are noted:
9 Traffic congestion in the eastern portion of Onondaga County has been a concern for decades. SMTC
conducted a number of largarea stidies in the earlyto mid-1990s on this topic.
o Ina 1996 study, 15 intersections were examined, including Route 5 at North Burdick,
Highbridge, and Route 257 as well as Route 257/Salt Springs Road.
0 A number of road widenings to add turn lanes or trdaekes at Route 257/Salt Springs and
Route 5/Route 257 were identified, but these intersections were given a priority ranking of 14
and 15, respectively, apparently due to the very high cost for relatively little benefit associated
with these improvements.

T ¢KS zAffF3SQa / 2YLINBKSYaaA@dS tflys dzLJRFGSR AYy HAN

Ad&ddzS: yR Ll2aArda GKFG GKAA GONFXFFAO A& fIFNBStE e
of the village (in the surrounding Town of Maus, as well as farther east into Madison County).
1 Atleast three new developments have been proposed in the village, and have completed traffic

AYLI OG &a0dzRASAT aAyOS WamnY 5dzy1 Ay 52ydzia 6NBRSK

Fayettevile VIl 3S | LI NIiYSy(ia O6NBRSOSt2LIYSyid 2F F2NNSNJI ht

Commons. These studies:
0 Used low (1% or less) background growth rates.
o Acknowledged poor levels of service for some existing turning movements at intersections, but
did not find any significant impacts from the individual developments and did not propose any
substantial mitigation measures (beyond some signage or suggestions to consider
transportation demand management).
9 Existing LOS calculated in recenpact studies show sne individualane groups operang at LOS
EF, although overall LOS was found to be D or better at the intersections studied.
1 Comparison of 1995 intersection volumes with actual 2015 volumes generally shows annual growth
of less than 0.5% per year (resog inatotal increase in traffic of less than 10%), with declines for

11
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some intersectionsThe most substantial growth was Route 5/Nrth BurdickStreetin PM peak,
with nearly a 30% increase in traffithis may be attributable to the developmenttbke Fayetteville

Towne Center.
1 Review of historical traffic volumes (AADTSs) on Route 5 through the Town of Manlius shows

declining traffic or very minimal increases.

12
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3 Existingconditions

3.1 Study area roadway description
Functional classification and oership

Cdzy OtliAz2ylf OflaaATAOFGAZ2YY 2NJ aTFdzyOliAz2ylt Oflaaxzé
they play in the transportation network. This classification puts roads into categories ranging from
interstates, which are designed forghispeed trips between cities, to legpeed local roads, which

provide access to individual properties. Roads are also classified as being urban or rural based on the
Urban Area Boundary, which is primarily dependent on population density reported in dsenscent

Census.

Functional classifications are directly related to fedexidl eligibility, which determines whether a road

may receive federal transportation funding. Principal arterials, minor arterials, and major collectors are
federataideligibled | f 82 1y26y &4 GC! 9 NRIFIRa&d0Od aAy2N) O2f f SO
federalaid eligible.

Table 31 lists the FAE roads within the Village of Fayetteville. Remaining roads within the Village of
Fayetteville are classified as local deaand are owned by the village. The entire Village of Fayetteville is
GAGKAY (KS { at¢/ QaRoadesshiplaniBederald 2IdpiliR/larks Blsd indicated on
Figure 31.

Table 31: Road ownership and functional classification in the &ge of Fayetteville

Road Ownership Functional Classificatio
Route 5 (East Genesee Street) NYSDOT Principal Arterial

Route 257 (North/South Manlius Streer NYSDOT Minor Arterial

North Burdick Street OCDOT Minor Arterial
Highbridge Street OCDOT Minor Atterial

Salt Springs Road OCDOT Major Collector

Roadway crossections

Route 5 consists of two travel lanes in each direction plus turn lanes at some driveways between North
Burdick Street and Limestone Plaza, and this configuration continues westwlidige. Between

Limestone Plaza and Brooklea Drive, the egesgion of Route 5 transitions, and the remainder of

Route 5 east of Brooklea Drive consists of a single travel lane in each direction.

North Burdick Street has two southbound travel landaspurn lanes, and one northbound travel lane.

All other roads within the study area are generally fi#oe roads (one travel lane in each direction)
with some turn lanes at intersections.

13
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Onroad pedestrian and bicycle facilities

Many roads within tk villageg including local roads as well as Staad Countyowned facilitiesg

Ff NBlF Reé KIS aARSglftl1azr faiK2dzAK (GKS +Affl3sSQa /2
sidewalks is not consistent. Some gaps exist along major roadways and tegided a G NBSiad ¢KS
Comprehensive Plan identified five areas for sidewalk extensions. The Village was also awarded over
bcnnZnnn AYy ¢NFYyaLRNIlFIGA2Y ! f SNyl GADBSEa FdzyRAy3 7T
to Beard Park SidewalksN2 2 S0 >¢ KA OK LINBLRZASR NBLX FOAy3 | 62dz
sidewalk and installing about 1,700 linear feet of new sidewalk in the vicinity of Fayetteville Elementary

School, Wellwood Middle School, and Immaculate Conception School.

Mostofi KS 6S&aiSNYy LR2NIA2Yy 2F (KS @Attt 3S FlLfta 6A0KA
This zone also extends west of the village to encompass Fayetteville Towne Center and some nearby
residential areas.

At present, there are noomad bicy¢ S FI OAf AGASE 6AGKAY (GKS zAffl3S 2
Bicycle Commuter Corridor Study identifieaime roas within the village asandidates for bike lanes,
shared lane markings (sharrows), and bike boulevards.

Figure 31 shows the existing @ewalk network, locations proposed for sidewalk extensions per the
At E13SQa [/ 2YLINBKSyaArodS tfly> FyR adzadaSaiaSR o0A0e0

1 As pat of its Sustainable Streets Initiative, the SMTC developed a pedestrian demand model that uses factors

such as proximity to schools, parks, and grocery stores, as well as population density, employment density, and
demographic characteristics. Theregult 2 ¥ G KS LISRSaGNARIFY RSYFYR Y2RSt gSNB
LINA2NRGe T2ySa¢ GKNRBdzZAK2dzi GKS NBIA2yod ¢KSasS T2ySa I NB
investment in sidewalk maintenance or construction. This does not precliedhstruction/maintenance of

sidewalks outside of the pedestrian priority zones.

14
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3.2 Travel time study

At the outset of this study effort,he village expressed interest in@uraging through traffic from the
east to use the Route 290 corridor rather than Route 5 to reat81I1-690 and other points to the
west.In response, a travel time study was conducted, whiels designed to quantify average travel
time on these two edswest commuter routes, as well as to identify areas of recurring congestion
during the peak commuter period$Note that most of Route 290 within the study area carries between
6,000 and 9,000 vehicles per day, although the segment west of Fremont R@ad481) carries about
18,000 vehicles per day. Theffguresare slightlylower than the current volumes on parallel segnts

of Route 5which carries 15,000 to 23,000 vehicles per day west of Route 257 and abow9/0000
vehicles per day east of Re 257 (see Table-D).

{ac¢/ aildl FF O2Y Ldyps tréddktimé s &rt edch gf the rGutedlduring morning and
evening commuter periods with GPS units to record time and location. A summary of this data collection
effort is presented here; gseAppendix A for a thorough description of the methodology and detailed
analysis of the resulting data.

The eastern endpoint for the study was the intersection of Route 5 and Route 290 in Mycenae. The
western endpoint for the study was a point 6690 aproximately 1,100 feet east of the Midler Avenue
exit. (West of the Midler Avenue exit, these two trips to/from downtown or points farther west
converge so travel time west of this point would be the samiéhg two route options are shawin

Figure 32. The Route 290 travel route is about 1.4 miles shorter than the Route 5 travel route.

tF "\— > East “ 1

Syracuse

City of |I'=

Syracuse N /]

Fayetteville

L4181 XY l—

e —
‘ AR 0
N A - A L =" ]
I MTC d t tee the eteness of this map) A . L —

Figure 32: Travel time study route options

SMTC staff members were assigned to drive each route at specific start times throughout the peak
periods. Start times werevery 15 minutes from 7:00 a.m. until 8:45 a.m. (westbound trips) and from
4:00 p.m. to 5:45 p.m. (eastbound trips). Staff members were paired so that there was one driver
starting each route at approximately the same time. Data collection took place midrdifferent days
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between September 29, 2016, and October 25, 2016. All data collection was completed on a Monday,
Tuesday, or Wednesday. There were no construction projects or other incidents that impacted the data
collection. Three separate runs werenspleted for each start time on each route, for a total of 24 travel

time runs in the primary commuter direction during each peak period. Staff were instructed to generally

GNE (G2 RNAGS 0 GKS LINBGFAfAYy3I &auhdsrPéakgerdod G NI FFAO
conditions. Ten different staff members participated in the data collection effort. Each staff member

carried a GPS unit in their vehicle that recorded the time and location aseoend intervals

throughout the trip. Tabl&-1 showsthe average travel timéor Route 5 and Route 290 for each

direction in both the morning and evening peak periods.

Table 31: Summary of travel time data

Travel Time (mm:ss)

Direction Time Period Route 5 Route 290  Difference*
Westbound AM (peak) 17:28 13:43 3:45
(Mycenaeto. o\ oteneaky  17:44 14:37 3:08

Syracuse)

Eastbound AM (peak) 19:20 18:11 1:09
SYEEIED PM (offpeak) 16:00 14:31 1:29

Mycenae)

* Route 5 travel time minus Route 290 travel time

SMTC also examined the level of congestion aloggsats of each route using a measure called
GiGNF St GAYS AYRSEZ 6¢¢LOO® ¢tKS RSTAYyAlGA2Yya 2F 02

NEOSyid /2y3aSaitirzy alyl3aSySyd tNBrOSaax gAGK | ¢¢L
O2y3SAGERELETFTNRY Modup G2 modpn AYRAOFGAY3 GKFG F &8
GKFy mM®pn AYRAOFGAY3 GKIG | aAS3YySyid Aa aoO02y3aSaidsSR
travel time during the commuter peak period was found to3fepercent higher than the free flow

0N} @St GAYS o60F2NJ SEFYLX ST | aS3ySyid GdKIFG OFy 088

would take 7.5 minutes in the peak ped if the TTI is 1.5). Figure33hows the level of congestion on
segments okach route during the evening peak period (which, overall, has more traffic than the
morning peak period).
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Figure3-3: Level of congestion duringh? peak periodfor eastbound trips, by route segment
Some major conclusions are noted bagedthe resultsshown in Table & and Figure 3:

1 Within each peak period, the overall average travel time for Route 5 was found to be greater
than the overall average travel time for Route 290. However, the difference in average travel
times was relatively small. Timeost significant difference was in the westbound direction
during the morning peak period, with the average travel time on Route 5 nearly 4 minutes
greater than the average travel time on Route 290.

1 The average eastbound travel time was greater in thengxgepeak than in the morning peak for
both routes. Both routes had an average eastbound travel time in the evening that was over
three minutes longer than the same trip in the morning.

1 For westbound trips, the evening travel times were slightly greatan tfthie morning travel
times on the same route, although the differences were both less than one minute. For
gpSaitoz2dzyR GNALIAZT GKS Y2NyYyAy3a gta O2yaAiARSNBR (K
are comparable between the morning and evening commperiods in the westbound
direction.

1 The greatest range of travel times over the peak period on a single route was observed on
eastbound Route 5 during the evening, with a low of 16 minutes 48 seconds and a high of 24
minutes 35 seconds, or a differenckjast under 8 minutes

1 During the morning peak period in the westbound direction, trips that started in Mycenae at
7:45 a.m. had the highest average travel time on both routes. During the evening peak period in
the eastbound direction, trips that starteat Midler Avenue at 4:45 p.m. had the highest
average travel time on both routes.

1 Inthe westbound (commuter) direction during the morning peak period, only two segments on
Route 5 were found to be congested based on the calculated TTI: SouthfielddNoetl
Manlius Street and North Burdick Street to Route 92/Highbridge Road.
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1 More segments were found to be congested or nearing congestion for the eastbound
(commuter) trips during the evening peak period. On Route 290, the segment from Bridge

Streetto. dzii G SNy dziT S5NRA DS gl a aySHFNAy3a O02y3ISailirAzyse

North Burdick Street were congested. On Route 5, the segment from48& éxit to Route
PHKI ATKONRARIS w2FIR ¢6Fa aySFENAy3d O2wviBeS@iAz2yé
North Manlius Street was congested, based on the calculated TTI.

Iy

Ly O2yOfdaAz2ys {ac¢/ Q& (NI BSt GAYS RIGE O2ttS8QGAzy

directions, both peak periods) were less than 20 minutes between Mycenae arter Micenue. In all

cases, the overall average travel time (across all starting times) on Route 5 was greater than the average
travel time on Route 290. The greatest difference in average travel times was observed for the
westbound trips during the morningeak period with the average travel time on Route 5 just under four
minutes greater than the average travel time on Route 290.

Both routes appear to offer fairly consistent travel times during the peak periods. The greatest range of
travel times over tk peak period on a single route was observed on eastbound Route 5 during the
evening, where the shortest travel time was just under eight minutes less than the longest travel time.

Although greater congestion was observed during the evening peak perast,sagments of both
routes were found to be uncomgted during the peak periods andeas of congestion were relatively
short.

3.3 Traffic flow in western village

Traffic volumes on Route 5 are significantly higher in the western portion of the \dllagea of Route

257 ¢ than in the eastern portion of the villag€&his is clear from the daily traffic volumes available from
NYSDOT, which show 15,000 to 23,000 vehicles per day on Route 5 west of Route 257 compared to
under 9,000 vehicles per day east of RoAb7 (see Table-R). There are also a number of other major
travel routes that converge with Route 5 in the western portion of the village, as opposed to the mostly
residential streets that intersgt Route 5 farther to the east. Therefol®MTC staféxamined

intersection turning movement cous for six intersections in the western portion of thi@lage togain a
better understanding ofhe existing pattern of traffic flow.

Turning movement counts from previous traffic impact studies (described inngex.2) were utilized

for the Route 5/North Burdick Street, Route 5/Highbridge Road, Route 5/Route 257, and Route 257/Salt
Springs Road intersections. These four counts were completed in 2014 and 2015. SMTC staff conducted
counts at the Route 5/Brookldarive and Route 5/Salt Springs Road intersections in July Zhé&7.

turning movement counts for the morning and evening peak hours at each of thessdotiens are

shown on Figure-&, and the resulting traffic flow patterns for each pealkuhare illustated on Figure

3-5.

The following points are evident from the turning movement volumes and the traffic flow diagram:

1 The evening peak hour traffic volume is greater, overall, than the morning peak hour volume.
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1 The segment of Route 5 between North BigkdStreet and Highbridge Road carries the highest
volume of traffic during both peak hours, with the eastbound traffic volume reaching over 1,500
vehicles per hour on this segment during the evening peak hour.

1 Generally, the turning movements to and frdRoute 5 are relatively low volumeaunder 200
vehicles per houg with the notable exception of the movements to/from North Burdick Street.

1 As eastbound traffic on Route 5 approaches the intersection with Salt Springs Road, the traffic
splits nearly evaly between these two roads.

9 Since traffic cannot travel westbound on Salt Springs Road from Route 257 to Route 5, there is a
relatively large northbound lefturn volume at the Route 5/Route 257 intersection (nearly
equivalent to the westbound through Wame at the same intersection).

T ¢KSNE Aa OftSFENXe | af2aaé 2F OSKAOf Sa GNI GStAy
and Salt SpringRoad This is particularly apparent during the evening peak hour, when about
100 more vehicles travel eastbound N2 dzZ3 K G KS | AIKONAR3IS w2l R AydS
the Salt Springs Road intersection. It is likely that these vehicles are turning off of Route 5 and
onto one of the residential sidstreets between Brooklea Drive and Salt Springs Road, likely
returning home from work.

1 There are also notable changes in the traffic volumes along North Burdick Street, wigh high
volumes at the southern end of this road (near Route 5) than on the portion near Cedar Bay
Road. This is likely due to the significantt@ffid ISy SNF G2NARé¢ | f 2y 3 b2NIK
Route 5, particularly the Fayetteville Towne Center shopping plaza.
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Fgure 35: Traffic flow pattern inwestern portion ofvillage, AM (top) and PM (bottom) peak hours

22



