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PROJECT APPROVAL SHEET

(Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Matrix)

The project cost and schedule are consistent with the Regional Capital Program.
The IPP was signed by:

Regional Director, NYSDOT Region 4

A public hearing was not required. Public information meetings were held on July
1, 2009, October 18, 2011 and November 2, 2011.

The project cost and schedule are consistent with the Regional Capital Program.

Regional Program Manager, NYSDOT Region 4

All requirements requisite to these actions and approvals have been met, the
required independent quality control reviews separate from the functional group
reviews have been accomplished, and the work is consistent with established
standards, policies, regulations and procedures, except as otherwise noted and
explained.

Fisher Associates PE, LS, PC, Project Manager

The nonstandard features have been adequately justified and it is not prudent to
eliminate them as part of this project.

Tim Keef, Commissioner of Public Works

The required environmental determinations have been made and the preferred
alternative for this project is ready for final design.

Tim Keef, Commissioner of Public Works
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LIST OF PREPARERS

Group Director Responsible for Production of the De sign Approval Document:

Roseann Schmid, P.E., Project Manager, Fisher Associates P.E., L.S., P.C.
Description of Work Performed by Firm: Directed the preparation of the Design
Approval Document in accordance with established standards, policies,
regulations and procedures, except as otherwise explained in this document.

Note: It is a violation of law for any person, unless they are acting under the direction of a licensed professional
engineer, architect, landscape architect, or land surveyor, to alter an item in any way. If an item bearing the stamp of
a licensed professional is altered, the altering engineer, architect, landscape architect, or land surveyor shall stamp
the document and include the notation "altered by" followed by their signature, the date of such alteration, and a
specific description of the alteration.



November 2011 Draft Project Scoping Report/Final De  sign Report PIN 4754.08

TABLE OF CONTENTS

COVER (Highland Park/Canalway Trail/ PIN 4754.08/ Town of Brighton & City of Rochester)

PROJECT APPROVAL SHEET ... .ttt e e i
LIST OF PREPARERS ...ttt e e e e e e e e nenene ii
TABLE OF CONTENTS .ottt e et e e e s e et e e e s e s e et e e e s e s rneeeenee s iii

CHAPTER 1 — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Nt T 10 0T [0 £ o T 1-1
I ¥ o To 1Y = I= U o 1NN L=T =T o PSSR 1-1

1.2.1  Where is the ProjeCt LOCAtEA? .........ueviiieiiiiiiiiiiee e e e s r e e saree e e e e e e 1-1

1.2.2  Whyis the Project NE@UEA? ..... ...t e e 1-2

1.2.3 What are the Objectives/Purposes of the Project?...........cccceiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieeeeee e 1-2
1.3 What Alternative(s) are Being CONSIAErad? .........oo it e e e 1-2
1.4 ENVIFONMENTAL REVIEW ... .coveiiiiiiei ettt et e et e e et e e et e e e e et e e e sab e e ssaa e e s saaeeenerans 1-5
1.5 How will the Alternatives Affect the ENVIFONMENT? .......ouuniiiiieieiee e 1-5
1.6 What are the CostS and SChEAUIES? .......... ittt e e e e e e eaaaas 1-6
1.7 Which AREINAtIVE IS PrefeITEU? ...... et e e e st e e e e e s e rab s 1-8
1.8 Who will decide which Alternative is Chosen and How Can | be Involved in the Decision?........ 1-8

CHAPTER 2 — PROJECT INFORMATION

2.1 Local Plans fOr the ProJECE AMBa.........uuviiieei it e ettt e e s e r e e e e e e s et ee e e e e e s ennnaaeeeaaeeen 2-1
2.2 Abutting Highway Segments and Future Plans for Abutting Highway Segments...........ccccco....... 2-1
2.3 Transportation Conditions, Deficiencies and Engineering Considerations .............cccocccvveeeeeenn. 2-1
2.3.1 Traffic and Safety and Maintenance OpPerationsS...........occcuveeeiiiairiiiiiiiieeee e eieiieeee e 2-1
2.3.1.1 Functional Classification and National Highway System (NHS)...........ccccccceeiiiinies 2-1

2.3.1.2 CONLIOI Of ACCESS ... eeteiiiiee ettt e e e e ettt et e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e snnbaeaeaaaeeaaannnes 2-2

2.3.1.3 Traffic CONLIOI DEVICES.....cc ittt ettt e e e e e e e e st ae e e e e e e e aannnes 2-2

2.3.1.4 TraffiC VOIUMES ...ooiiiiiiii ettt ettt e st e e st e e s nneaeae s 2-3

2.3.1.5 LEVEI Of SEIVICE....cciiiiiiii ittt ettt e e s nnnaeae s 2-3

2.3.1.6 Work Zone Safety and MODIlity ..........cooociiiiiiiii e 2-5

2.3.1.7 Safety Considerations, Accident History and Analysis ..........ccccccceeeiiiiiiiiineee e, 2-6

2.3.1.8 Ownership and Maintenance JUriSAiCtION ...........ccccvviiieeeii i 2-9

2.3.2  MURIMOAAL ..ottt ettt et e e e et e e e s nnnaeae s 2-10
2.3.2.1 PEUEBSIIANS ...cciiiieiiitiiee ittt e e e e ettt et e e e e e sttt e et e e e e e s e nrnraeeaaaeaean 2-10

2.3.2.2 BICYCHSTS ..ttt e e e eaaa e an 2-10

2.3.3  INFrASIIUCTUI. ...ttt e e e e ettt e e e e e s s e anb et e e e e e e s e nnnbeeeeaaeean 2-10
2.3.3.1 DeSIgN StANUAIAS. ......uueiiiiiieeiiete ettt e e e e et e e e e e e eeaae s 2-10

2.3.3.2 Critical DeSign EIEMENTS ...t a e 2-12

2.3.3.3 Other DesSign ParamMeters .......cc..ueeiiiiee ittt e e e e e e eeneaeeeaa e as 2-13

2.3.3.4 Existing and Proposed Highway/Bridge Plan and Section ...........ccccccoovvvcvvvieeneeenn. 2-13

2.3.3.5 Non Standard/Non Conforming FEALUIES .............ooccuviiiieeeii i e e 2-14

2.3.3.6 Pavement and Shoulder ConditioNS ..........c.ceeiiiiiieiiiiie e 2-14

2.3.3.7 DraiNage SYSEIMS......uuuiiiieieiiiiiitiiiee e e e et sttt e e e e s s st abeeeeeeesssnstaareaeaeeeesansnraeeraaeans 2-14

2.3.3.8 GEOECNNICAI ... .eeeieiiiiiie et 2-15
2.3.3.9 SHUCTUIES ...ttt ettt e e e e et e e e e e e s bbb et e e e e e s anbnreeeeaaeaeas 2-15
2.3.3.10 Hydraulics of Bridges and CUIVEITS ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieee e 2-15
PG TR T A U 111 1= PSP 2-15
2.3.3.12 RGNt Of WAY ..ttt e e e e e 2-16
2.3.3.13 Landscaping/Environmental ENhanCement...............oeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiniee e 2-17

P Y LYot =1 [ = T g 1= U PR 2-17



November 2011

Draft Project Scoping Report/Final De  sign Report PIN 4754.08

CHAPTER 3 — SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONS IDERATIONS

3.1 National Environmental Policy ACt (NEPA) ... ... 3-1
3.2 State Environmental Quality Review ACt (SEQRA) ... it 3-1
3.3 Additional Environmental INfOrmMation.............cuuuiiiiiiiii e 3-2
3.3.1  SOCIAl CONSEOUEBNCES ... ...ueiteeeieee e e ettt e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e b e e e e e e e e e e aannbebteeeaaaeesaannneneeaaaaaean 3-2
3.3.2  ECONOMIC CONSEOUENCES .....eeeiiieaeiaiitteeeeaaaaeaaattteeeeaaaaaaaanesteeeeaaassaanssbeeaaaaaeesaassseeeeaaaaasn 3-2
3.3.3  Environmental CONSEOUEBNCES. .......oiiuuuieiiieaeee ittt e e e e e e ettt ea e e e e e aanbateeeaaaaeeaaanneeeeaaaaaeas 3-2
3.3.3.1 Surface Waters/WetlandsS ...........eeei i 3-2
3.3.3.2 Water SOUrce QUANILY .......c..vvvieiiee e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e nnnes 3-3
3.3.3.3 Threatened and ENdangered SPECIES.......ccivvviuiiieiee e iiiieir e e sseiiree e e e e e 3-3
3.3.34 General Ecology and Wildlife ........ueeviiie i 3-4
3.3.35 Historical and Cultural RESOUICES ........ocuuiiiiiiiiiee e 3-4
3.3.3.6 VISUBL RESOUICES.....ciiiiiiiie ittt ettt et e e st e e s 3-5
3.3.3.7 Parks and Recreational FacilitieS ..............eeeiiiiiiiii e 3-5
3.3.3.8 Farmland ASSESSMENT ... et e e e e e e e e e 3-5
3.3.3.9 Air, NOISE @NG ENEIQY. ..ttt e e e e e e e e e e e aenes 3-5
3.3.3.10 Contaminated Materials ASSESSMENT.......ccuuuiiiiieeie e 3-5
3.3.3.11 (070 0153 1 g8 {ox 1To] o T [ 4o = Lo SRR 3-7
3.3.3.12  Anticipated Permits, Approvals and Coordination..............ccccceeeiiiiiiiiiieneeennnnes 3-7
3.3.4 Indirect/Secondary and Cumulative IMPaCtS...........ceeeeeiiiiiiiiiieee e srrree e 3-7
3.34.1 Indirect/Secondary IMPACES ........ccoiiiiiiiiiee e e e e r e e e e s eennes 3-7
3.3.3.2 CUMUIALIVE TMPACES ....evvviiiiee e e e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e e e s e e snnreeaees 3-7
3.3.5 Public Participation and OULIEACK ...........ccieeeiiiiiiiiiiee e e e 3-7
APPENDICES
A. Typical Sections & Plans
B. Environmental Information
C. Traffic Information
D. Non-Standard Features Justification
E. Project Correspondence

SEPARATE SUPPORTING TECHNICAL DOCUMENTS

‘ Wetland Delineation Report




November 2011 Draft Project Scoping Report/Final De  sign Report PIN 4754.08

CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1. Introduction

This report was prepared in accordance with the NYSDOT Project Development Manual, 17 NYCRR Part
15, and 23 CFR 771.

1.2. Purpose and Need

1.2.1. Where is the Project Located?

The Highland Park/Canalway Trail project is located in the southeast quadrant of Monroe County along
the west side of the Town of Brighton and southeast quadrant of the City of Rochester. The project begins
at Brighton Town Park, located southeast of Sawgrass Drive, and terminates at the Genesee Riverway
Trail near the intersection of McLean Street and Wilson Boulevard for a total project length of 3.3 miles as
shown in the figure below.

Highland Park/Canalway Tralil
Project
P.I.N. 4754.08
Monroe County
Town of Brighton and
City of Rochester

1-1
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1.2.2. Why is the Project Needed?

The Genesee Riverway, Highland Park, and the Erie Canalway Trail are major recreational facilities for
the area and should be accessible to all pedestrians and bicyclists as well as to residents of the adjacent
communities.

There is currently no designated pedestrian/bicycle route connecting the Canalway Trail, Highland Park
and Genesee Riverway Trail. A pedestrian or bicycle desiring access to any of these three facilities must
use the existing roadway and sidewalk system in the Town of Brighton and the City of Rochester to
access these three recreational destinations. In addition, there is no signage directing pedestrians and
bicyclists to these facilities.

1.2.3. What are the Objectives/Purposes of the Proj  ect?

The following objectives have been established for this project:

» Construct a paved, multi-use trail, with an expected service life of 25 years, from the Erie
Canalway Trail along municipal properties or municipal easements and build new (or upgrade
existing) sidewalks and shoulders along existing roadways to the Genesee Riverway Trail and
connect both the Erie Canalway Trail and Genesee Riverway Trail to Highland Park.

» Provide signage and pavement markings to facilitate access to and use of the identified facilities.

* Reduce the number of short trips taken by motor vehicles within the proposed project’s corridor
thereby improving air quality

1.3. What Alternative(s) are Being Considered?

The following alternatives were considered for this project:

Alternative 1: No Build “Null” Alternative
Alternative 2: Construct a Shared-Use Path utilizing Goodman Street
Alternative 3: Construct a Shared-Use Path utilizing EImwood Avenue

Alternative 1 — Null Alternative: The Null Alternative retains the existing conditions with no improvements
other than routine maintenance. All existing deficiencies would remain including a lack of connectivity
among the Erie Canalway, Highland Park, and the Genesee Riverway Trail. This alternative does not
address any of the project needs or meet any of the project objectives. Therefore, it was rejected as a
feasible alternative. It is used in this Chapter for comparison of costs and impacts only.

Alternative 2 — Construct a Shared-Use Path utilizing Goodman Street: Alternative 2 consists of the
construction of a shared-use trail. The trail will begin at the Brighton Town Park located southeast of
Sawgrass Drive.

The off-road trail portion of the project (i.e., a designated shared-use trail) will head north along the west
side of Sawgrass Drive, cross Westfall Road, traverse through the Monroe Developmental Center
property along its southern, eastern, and northern property lines. It will then continue along the southern
and western property line of the proposed expansion of the St. John’s Community to EImwood Avenue. It
will then cross EImwood Avenue at the unsignalized intersection with Goodman Street and continue north
through Highland Park along the east side of Goodman Street to Highland Avenue.

1-2
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The on-road portion of the project (i.e., use of existing sidewalks and shoulders or shared-use travel
lanes) will then continue:

» west on Highland Avenue to South Avenue,

* north on South Avenue to Robinson Drive,

e west on Robinson Drive to Mt. Hope Avenue,

e north on Mt. Hope Avenue to McLean Street,

* west on McLean Street to Joseph C. Wilson Boulevard.

* Then crossing Joseph C. Wilson Boulevard terminating at the Genesee Riverway Trail

The majority of the off-road trail location will be cleared of vegetation and topsoil. The trail will consist of a
crushed stone subbase and asphalt or concrete top course. The majority of the off-road section will be 10
feet wide with 2-foot wide graded grass shoulders on each side. Fixed objects within 3 feet from the edge
of the trail will be cleared for safety, where possible.

The on-road section of the project will utilize the existing sidewalks for pedestrians and shoulders or
shared-use travel lanes for bicycles. No road widening is proposed for any of the on-road sections. The
addition of sharrow symbols will be implemented where appropriate in the shared-use travel lanes.

The sidewalks to be utilized as part of the trail system will be on south side of Robinson Drive and
McLean Street and on the west side of South Avenue (between Highland Avenue and Robinson Dr.) and
Mt. Hope Avenue (between Robinson Dr. and McLean St.) The south approach to the Highland
Avenue/South Avenue intersection will be restriped to accommodate a left turn only lane and a shared
thru/right travel lane. Additional restriping striping on the southern approach will permit the installation of
designated bike lanes on both sides of South Ave. North of the intersection; South Avenue will be
restriped to accommodate one travel lane in each direction and a minimum 5-foot-wide bike lane on each
side of the roadway. Additional striping will be installed at the intersection of South Avenue and Reservoir
Drive to better direct traffic at this intersection. Robinson Drive, an existing low volume park road, will not
be striped. Mt. Hope Avenue was recently milled, resurfaced, and restriped to provide a more consistent
shoulder width along this roadway. No additional improvements to Mt. Hope within the project limits are
proposed. Bicyclists will continue to use the shoulders along Mt. Hope Avenue.

McLean Street will be maintained as a one way street traveling west from Mt. Hope Avenue to Wilson
Boulevard. This roadway will be striped to accommodate a 14-foot-wide shared-use lane along the north
side of the roadway. This lane will accommodate westbound vehicles and bicycles. A 5-foot-wide bicycle
contraflow lane will be striped along the south side of the roadway to accommodate eastbound bicyclists.
Appropriate signage will be installed directing bicycles and motorists along this roadway.

Amenities including landscaping and directional signage are also elements of this alternative. Typical
Sections, Plans, Profiles, and Sketches of this alternative are included in Appendix A.

Alternative 2 is eliminated as a feasible alternative due to significant comments received from the public
regarding concerns crossing at the unsignalized intersection of EImwood Avenue and Goodman Street,
as well as comments received from Monroe County Parks regarding use of the parkland along the east
side of Goodman Street for the Lilac Festival, and their desire for the trail to pass through Highland Park
South, a less utilized area of the park.

Alternative 3 — Construct a Shared-Use Path utilizing EImwood Avenue: Alternative 3 consists of the
construction of a shared-use trail. The trail will begin at the Brighton Town Park located southeast of
Sawgrass Drive within the Brighton Meadows Office Park on the south side of Westfall Road.

The off-road trail portion of the project (i.e., a designated shared-use trail) will head north along the west

side of Sawgrass Drive, cross Westfall Road, traverse through the Monroe Developmental Center

property along its southern, eastern, and northern property lines. It will then continue along the southern

and western property line of the proposed expansion of the St. John’s Community to EImwood Avenue. It

will continue along the south side of EImwood Avenue to the signal at the parking area for the Al Sigl
1-3
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center where it will cross to the north side of EImwood Avenue and enter Highland Park South. The trail
will continue northwest through Highland Park South along an existing maintenance road and pathway
and then north along the east side of South Avenue to Highland Avenue.

The on-road portion of the project (i.e., use of existing sidewalks and shoulders or shared-use travel
lanes) will then continue:

* north on South Avenue to Robinson Drive,

» west on Robinson Drive to Mt. Hope Avenue,

* north on Mt. Hope Avenue to McLean Street,

* west on McLean Street to Wilson Boulevard.

e Then crossing Joseph C. Wilson Boulevard terminating at the Genesee Riverway Trail

The off-road trail location will be cleared of vegetation and topsoil. The trail will consist of a crushed stone
subbase and asphalt or concrete top course. The majority of the off-road section will be 10 feet wide with
2-foot wide graded grass shoulders on each side. Fixed objects within 3 feet from the edge of the trail will
be cleared for safety, where possible.

The on-road section of the project will utilize the existing sidewalks for pedestrians and shoulders or
shared-use travel lanes for bicycles. No road widening is proposed for any of the on-road sections. The
sidewalks to be utilized as part of the trail system will be on south side of Robinson Drive and McLean
Street and on the west side of South Avenue (between Highland Ave. and Robinson Dr.) and Mt. Hope
Avenue (between Robinson Dr. and McLean St.). The south approach to the Highland Avenue/South
Avenue intersection will be restriped to accommodate a left turn only lane and a shared thru/right travel
lane. Additional restriping striping on the southern approach will permit the installation of designated bike
lanes on both sides of South Ave. North of the intersection; South Avenue will be restriped to
accommodate one travel lane in each direction and a minimum 5-foot-wide bike lane on each side of the
roadway. Additional striping will be installed at the intersection of South Avenue and Reservoir Drive to
better direct traffic at this intersection as shown on drawing PL-12 in Appendix A. Robinson Drive, an
existing low volume park road, will not be striped. Mt. Hope Avenue was recently milled, resurfaced, and
restriped to provide a more consistent shoulder width along this roadway. No additional improvements to
Mt. Hope within the project limits are proposed. Bicyclists will continue to use the shoulders along Mt.
Hope Avenue.

McLean Street will be maintained as a one way street traveling west from Mt. Hope Avenue to Wilson
Boulevard. This roadway will be striped to accommodate a 14-foot-wide shared-use lane along the north
side of the roadway. This lane will accommodate westbound vehicles and bicycles. A 5-foot-wide bicycle
contraflow lane will be striped along the south side of the roadway to accommodate eastbound bicyclists.
Appropriate signage will be installed directing bicycles and motorists along this roadway.

Although the designated trail is off-road along ElImwood Ave. some restriping of Elmwood Ave is
proposed allowing the installation of shared use lanes for more advanced bicyclists. The number of travel
and turn lanes will not be reduced in this segment.

Amenities including landscaping and directional signage are also elements of this alternative. Typical
Sections, Plans, Profiles, and Sketches of this alternative are included in Appendix A.

Alternative 3 is considered a feasible alternative because it meets the project objectives and is a cost
effective solution. Refer the Section 1.7 for a more detailed description of this feasible alternative and
engineering considerations.
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1.4 Environmental Review

NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act):

This project is classified as a Class 1l Automatic Categorical under United States Department of
Transportation (USDOT) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations, 23 CFR 771.117. A
NEPA Checklist was prepared for the project and is included in Appendix B. The project complies with the
requirements of 23 CFR 771.117(d) as a Categorical Exclusion; construction of bicycle and pedestrian
lanes, paths, and facilities. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will serve as Lead Agency under
NEPA. It is noted that coordination with SHPO and NYSDEC is necessary for this project for impacts to
historical/cultural resources and wetlands.

SEQRA (State Environmental Quality Review Act):
This project is classified as a Type | Action in accordance with 6NYCRR Part 617, State Environmental
Quality Review (SEQR) Act due to the fact that it passes through the Mt. Hope Historic District. A Long

Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) was completed for the project and is included in Appendix B.
The Town of Brighton will request to be the SEQR Lead Agency.

1.5 How will the Alternatives Affect the Environmen t?

Comparison of

i Lerl Alternatives
Alternatives
Category
Null Alt. 3
Wetland None 0.01 acres
impacts
100 year
floodplain None None
impact
Archaeological 1
Sites Impacted None None
Section
106/Section None No Advezrse
. Effect
4(f) impacts
Noise None None
Impact to None 0.97 acres
forested areas
Noise Impacts None None
Property .
impacts3 None 13 properties
Construction
Cost None $1.37M

LFill will be placed in areas identified as potentially archaeologically sensitive
A No Adverse Effect determination from SHPO is anticipated
*Refer to Section 2.3.3.12 for additional information

1-5
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Anticipated Permits/Certifications/Coordination:

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC):
o State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) Construction Permit including
preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and filing of a Notice of
Intent (NOI)
+ Article 24 - Freshwater Wetlands Permit
e Section 401 Water Quality Certification

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE):
* Nationwide Permit #14 — Linear Transportation Project

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA):
e Programmatic Executive Order 11990 Wetlands Finding

Coordination
» Coordination with NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
» Coordination with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
e Coordination with New York State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
» Coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife Service
» Coordination with the New York Natural Heritage Program
e Coordination with the City of Rochester
e Coordination with the Town of Brighton
» Coordination with Monroe County DOT and Monroe County Parks

Others
e Monroe County Highway Work Permit
e City of Rochester Work Permit

1.6 What are the Costs & Schedules ?

Design Approval is scheduled for January of 2012. Construction is expected to begin in the spring 2012
and be complete by October 2012.

Exhibit 1.6-1 - Project Schedule

Activity Date Occurred/ Tentative
Scope Approval January 2009
Public Informational Meeting July 1, 2009

Neighborhood Group Meeting June 23, 2010

Public Informational Meeting —
City

Public Informational Meeting —
Town of Brighton

October 2011

October 2011

Design Approval January 2012
ROW Acquisition February 2012
Construction Start June 2012

1-6
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Exhibit 1.6-1 - Project Schedule

Activity

Date Occurred/ Tentative

Construction Complete

November 2012

Exhibit 1.6-2 — Comparison of Alternatives’ Project
Costs (in millions)

Activities Null Alternative 3
Construction Costs 0.000 0.790
Wetland Mitigation 0.000 0.000

SPDES Permit Compliance 0.000 0.000
Incidentals (10%) 0.000 0.079
Subtotal 1 0.000 0.869
Subtotal 1 0.000 0.869
Contingency (15% @ Design 0.000 0.130

Approval)

Subtotal 2 0.000 0.999

Subtotal 2 0.000. 0.999
Field Change Order 0.000 .050

Subtotal 3 0.000 1.049

Subtotal 3 0.000 1.049

Mobilization (4%) 0.000 .042

Subtotal 4 0.000 1.091

Subtotal 4 0.000 1.091

Expected Award Amount
(Inflated at 5%/yr. to midpoint 0.000 .055
of construction)

Subtotal 5 0.000 1.146

Subtotal 5 0.000 1.146

Construction Inspection (9%) 0.000 .103

Subtotal 6 0.000 1.249

1-7
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Subtotal 6 0.000 1.249
ROW Costs 0.000 0.120
Total Alternative Costs 0.000 1.369

1.7 Which Alternative is Preferred?

Alternative 3 — Construct a Multi-Use Trail utilizing EImwood Avenue is the preferred alternative as it is
meets the project needs and objectives. A decision to enter final design will not be made until after the
environmental determination has been made and comments on this report, as well as comments received
from the public, have been evaluated.

1.8 Who will decide Which Alternative is Chosen and How Can | Be Involved In
This Decision?

The Town of Brighton and the City of Rochester have developed this joint effort to advance this project.
In 2008, the Town of Brighton, as the project sponsor, applied for and obtained Federal funding through
the Transportation Improvement Program to design and construct the Highland Park / Canalway Trail.

Coordination has continued through the preparation of this Design Report with the Town of Brighton and
the City if Rochester to discuss alternatives and obtain information needed for the preparation of this
report. Copies of pertinent project correspondence are included in Appendix B.

Exhibit 1.8-1

Public Involvement Plan Schedule of Milestone Dates
Activity Date Occurred/Tentative
Initial Environmental Findings July 2011
Scoping Meeting January 2009
Public Information Meeting July 1, 2009
Neighborhood Group Meeting June 23, 2010
Public Informational Meeting - City October 18, 2011
Pu_bl|c Informational Meeting — Town of November 2, 2011
Brighton
Design Approval January 2012
Current Project Letting date March 2012

1-8
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There are a variety of ways you can provide your thoughts.

» Public meetings were held on October 18, 2011 (in the City of Rochester) and November 2, 2011
(in the Town of Brighton) where the public was given the opportunity to ask questions, talk to
Department representatives or leave written comments.

* Please contact:

Mike Guyon, Town Engineer
Town of Brighton Department of Public Works
2300 EImwood Avenue
Rochester, New York 14618
Telephone: (585) 784-5225
email: mike.guyon@townofbrighton.org

or

Jeff Mroczek
City of Rochester, Dept. of Environmental Services
City Hall Room 300B, 30 Church Street
Rochester, New York 14614
Telephone: (585) 428-7124
email: jeff mroczek@cityofRochester.gov

Please include the six digit Project Identification Number (PIN) 4754.08

The deadline for submitting comments on this report is November 22, 2011.

The remainder of this report is a detailed technical evaluation of the existing conditions, the proposed
alternatives, the impacts of the alternatives, copies of technical reports and plans and other supporting
information.

1-9
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CHAPTER 2 — PROJECT INFORMATION
2.1 Local Plans for the Project Area

This project is on the approved Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as project NO5-01-MN1.

This project is consistent with the local master plans for the Town of Brighton and the City of Rochester
and was identified as a near-term action on the Genesee Transportation Council’s Regional Trails
Initiative.

Expansion of the St. John’s Senior Living Community has been approved by the Town of Brighton and is
currently under construction. The location of the expansion is along EImwood Avenue just east of
Goodman Street. During the approval process for this expansion project, the Town of Brighton informed
the developer of the proposed trail in this area and an easement was provided across the parcel to
accommodate the trail.

2.2. Abutting Highway Segments and Future Plans for Abutting Highway
Segments

The project termini connect to existing trail networks that have no future plans for improvements adjacent
to the project area. The off-road trail crosses Sawgrass Drive, Westfall Road and EImwood Avenue. The
trail is then on-road along South Avenue, Robinson Drive, Mt. Hope Avenue, and Joseph C. Wilson
Boulevard. Monroe County plans to reconstruct Westfall Road in the near future. Proposed
improvements to this roadway include upgrades to the Westfall Road/Sawgrass Drive intersection to
provide pedestrian signals and crosswalks and a 10-foot-wide sidewalk along the north side of Westfall
Road from Sawgrass Drive to the eastern property boundary of the Monroe Developmental Center. This
sidewalk will be used as part of the designated multi-use trail system.

Improvements to South Avenue are currently planned for construction in 2015 depending on available
funding. The project is being funded by Monroe County and designed and built by the City of Rochester.

The City would also fund tree lawn and sidewalk improvements. There are no other known plans for
improvements to the roadways within the project limits within the next 10 years.

2.3 Transportation Conditions, Deficiencies and En  gineering Considerations

2.3.1 Traffic and Safety and Maintenance Operations

2.3.1.1 Functional Classification and National High  way System (NHS) —

The proposed off-road multi-use trail is not part of the State or National Highway Systems.

The proposed on-street portion of this project from the Highland Park area to the Genesee Riverway Trail
is defined as a Signed Shared Roadway per the 1999 AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle

Facilities (ref. pages 7, 19-21). Refer to Exhibit 2.3.1.1-1 for the functional classifications of the proposed
signed on-street bicycle route (i.e., signed shared roadway) within the City of Rochester.
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Exhibit 2.3.1.1-1
Classification Data

Route(s)

NYS Route 15
(Mt Hope Ave.)

Highland
Ave.

Elmwood
Ave.

South
Ave.

Goodman
St.

Westfall
Rd.

Functional
Classification

Urban Principal
Arterial Other

Urban
Collector

Urban Minor Arterial

National Highway
System (NHS)

Yes

No

Designated Truck
Access Route

No

Qualifying
Highway

No

Within 1 mile of a
Qualifying Highway

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Within the 16 foot
--vertical clearance
network

Yes

No

Exhibit 2.3.1.1-2
Classification Data

Route(s)

Sawgrass Dr.

Robinson

Dr.

McLean
St.

Joseph C. Wilson Blvd.

Functional
Classification

Urban Local

National Highway
System (NHS)

No

Designated Truck
Access Route

No

Qualifying
Highway

No

Within 1 mile of a
Qualifying Highway

Yes

No

No

Yes

Within the 16 foot
vertical clearance
network

No

2.3.1.2 Control of Access —

All roadways within the project limits have uncontrolled access. Access to the proposed off road trail
segments will be controlled via bollards and/or gates that will limit use of the trail by unauthorized

motorized vehicles.

2.3.1.3 Traffic Control Devices -

The following signalized intersections are located within the project limits:
» Westfall Road & Sawgrass Drive,
* Elmwood Avenue & Ali Sigl Center,
e Highland Avenue & South Avenue.
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The following stop sign controlled intersections are located within the project limits:
* Robinson Drive at South Avenue,
* Robinson Drive at Mt. Hope Avenue,
* McLean Street at Wilson Boulevard

Pavement striping, speed limit signs and crosswalk warning signs exist within the project limits.
2.3.1.4 Traffic Volumes -

Exhibit 2.3.1.4-1 summarizes traffic volumes for the six roadways within the proposed project limits.
Average Daily Traffic volumes were obtained from several sources (MCDOT, NYSDOT and Fisher
Associates). Average Daily Traffic volumes were converted to Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) using
axle adjustment and seasonal adjustment factors contained in NYSDOT’s 2007 Traffic Data Report. All
AADT and Design Hour Volume (DHV) values were adjusted by a 0.5% annual growth rate to represent
2009 traffic volume conditions.

Exhibit 2. 3.1.4-1
Roadway Volume Summary

Road Name Segment AADT DHV
Highland Ave." Goodman St. to South Ave. 7,260 664
South Ave." Highland Ave. to Robinson Dr. 15,079 1,251
Robinson Rd.” South Ave. to Mt. Hope Ave. 561 66
Mt. Hope Ave.! Robinson Dr. to McLean St. 19,769 1,664
Mclean St.? Mt. Hope Ave. to Wilson Blvd. 1,098 141
Elmwood Ave. ® Goodman St. to South Ave. 25,622 3,033

1 - MCDOT Counts (2005/2006)
2 — Fisher Associates Counts (2008)
3 - NYSDOT Counts (2006)

2.3.1.5 Level of Service (LOS) & Gap Study -
Level of Service Analysis — South Avenue and Highla  nd Avenue

As part of this project, it is proposed to restripe South Avenue between EImwood Ave. and Robinson
Drive. As part of these striping modifications, the northbound approach to the South Avenue/Highland
Avenue intersection would be restriped to accommodate a shared through/left lane and a right turn lane.
South Avenue north of the Highland Avenue intersection would be restriped to accommodate one travel
lane in each direction and a 6-foot-wide bike lane on each side of the road.

To establish a baseline LOS for the intersection, turning movement counts and observations were
conducted on Wednesday, January 26, 2011 from 7:00 to 9:00 AM and 3:45 to 5:45 PM. The peak hours
were identified as 7:30 to 8:30 AM and 4:45 to 5:45 PM. Intersection analysis was conducted in Syncho
7.0. The analysis indicates that the intersection is operating at a LOS ‘B’ with individual turning
movements operation at a LOS ‘C’ of better for both analysis periods.

Two geometric configurations for this intersection were considered:
* Option A — Northbound approach (South Avenue) geometry is modified from two shared through
lanes to a shared left-through lane and a right turn lane

» Option B — Northbound and southbound approaches (South Avenue) geometry is modified from
two shared through lanes to Shared right-through lanes and opposing left turn pockets.
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The proposed analysis assumed current traffic volumes, timings and phasing. The results of the analysis
indicate that both options will not have significant impact on intersection LOS (overall ‘B’ and individual
movement ‘C’ or better) for both analysis periods. However, vehicular queue lengths on South Avenue in
Option A are estimated to be shorter than those for Option B as depicted in Exhibit 2.3.1.5-1.

Exhibit 2. 3.1.5-1
Queue Length Summary

95" Percentile Queue Length (feet)
Northbound Through Southbound Through
Option A Option B Option A Option B
Morning 140 134 83 185
Evening 222 349+ 105 202

Analysis printouts are included in Appendix C.
Bicycle Level of Service

Bicycle level of service as documented in the Rochester Bicycle Master Plan dated January of 2011 are
tabulated in Exhibit 2.3.1.5-1.1.

Exhibit 2.3.1. 5-1.1
Bicycle Level of Service
Road Name BLOS
Mt. Hope Avenue D
South Avenue E
Elmwood Avenue E

Gap Study — Mount Hope Avenue and Robinson Drive

A gap study was conducted for the existing roadway crossing on Mt. Hope Avenue at Robinson Drive to
determine the number of acceptable gaps for pedestrians to cross the road. This crossing would be
utilized as part of the on-road trail. At this location, Mt. Hope Avenue has one travel lane in each direction
and westbound traffic on Robinson Drive is controlled via a stop sign. The proposed roadway crossing on
Mt. Hope Avenue is located on the northbound approach to the Mt. Hope Avenue/Robinson Drive
intersection.

The goal of the study was to collect existing pedestrian gap data during time periods when a notable
number of pedestrians could be expected to be using the trail. Hence, pedestrian gap data was collected
on Saturday, March 21*, 2009 from 11:30 AM to 1:30 PM and on Thursday, March 26", 2009 from 4:00 to
6:00 PM.

Acceptable gaps are measured by the number of gaps per minute. The MCDOT Traffic Studies
Procedure Manual states that if there is at least one gap per minute, they are considered adequate for
pedestrians to cross safely and without excessive delay.
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Exhibit 2.3.1.5-2 summarizes the number of acceptable gaps per minute for both two-hour study periods
for the existing crosswalk.

Exhibit 2.3 .1.5-2
Gaps/Minute

Crosswalk Location  [MCDOT Criteria WeekFiay We_ekend
Evening Midday
Mt. Hope Avenue 1.00 0.13 0.66

Pedestrian gap calculations and raw gap data are included in Appendix C.

The weekend midday period is the period that is expected to see the most traffic by trail users. Although
the Monroe County criteria of 1.00 gap per minute is not met, the number of gaps is significantly better
than during the weekday evening peak. Additional safety measures will be explored during final design to
alert motorists to this pedestrian crossing location such as high visibility signs and enhanced crosswalk
markings.

2.3.1.6  Work Zone Safety & Mobility —
A. Work Zone Traffic Control Plan -

The trail segments along Sawgrass Drive, EImwood Avenue, and South Avenue will be 10-foot-wide
multi-use trails parallel to these existing roadways. Construction of these trail segments may require
temporary, short-term lane closures to allow trucks and equipment to be staged along the curbline for
construction of these segments. Such lane closures will be implemented in accordance with the Manual
of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Flaggers will be utilized as necessary to properly direct traffic. Since
the multi-use trail segments along EImwood Avenue and South Avenue will replace existing sidewalks
with 10-foot-wide trail sections, the existing sidewalks will be closed to pedestrian traffic during the period
construction of these segments is being undertaken. Sidewalk detours will be provided. Efforts will be
made to keep the project segments small and between logical terminal points to limit the amount of
existing sidewalk that is out of service to users. Construction of the remaining off-road trail segments will
not require any closures of travel lanes since they are not located along existing roadways.

Improvements for the on-road trail segments include striping along certain roadways and installation of
trail signage. Temporary, short-term lane closures will be required for implementation of these
improvements. Such lane closures will be implemented in accordance with the Manual of Uniform Traffic
Control Devices. Flaggers will be utilized as necessary to properly direct traffic.

Routes for emergency vehicles will be maintained and open during construction. The details for the work
zone traffic control will be prepared and evaluated during final design.

B. Special Provisions -

Due to the close proximity to residential homes and the ability to maintain traffic with acceptable delays
during the daylight hours, night time construction will not be utilized. The use of time related provisions
will be evaluated during final design. The work zone traffic control will need to be coordinated with local
officials and residents.

C. Significant Projects (per 23 CFR 630.1010)

As defined in 23 CFR 630.1010 this project is not considered significant.

A Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared for the project consistent with 23 CFR

630.1012. The TMP will consist of a Temporary Traffic Control (TTC) plan. Transportation Operations
(TO) and Public Information (Pl) components of a TMP will be considered during final design.
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An accident screening was conducted at the Mt. Hope Avenue/Robinson Drive
intersection where an unsignalized crossing is proposed. The screening used accident
data from the New York State Department of Transportation’s (NYSDOT) Safety
Information Management System (SIMS) for the three-year period from 01/01/05 to

12/31/07.

@ Accident Severity

During the study period, five (5) accidents were documented at the Mt. Hope
Avenue/Robinson Drive intersection. A summary of the accident severity for this
intersection is presented in Exhibit 2.3.1.7-1.

Exhibit 2.3.1.7-1
Accident Summary

SEGMENT

FATALITY
NON-FATAL INJURY

PROPERTY DAMAGE
NON-REPORTABLE

TOTAL

Mt. Hope Avenue & Robinson Drive 0

w

o
N

b) Accident Rate

An accident rate was calculated for the unsignalized crossing at the Mt.Hope
Avenue/Robinson Drive intersection and compared to the Monroe County Department of
Transportation (MCDOT) average rate for similar locations in the City of Rochester.
Exhibit 2.3.1.7-2 summarizes the accident rate for this location in comparison to the

MCDOT average rate.

Exhibit 2.3.1.7-2
Accident Rates

MCDOT
Intersection Number of Accident Ave_rage
. Rate Accident
Accidents
Rate
Mt. Hope Avenue & Robinson Drive 5 0.22 0.08
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(c) Accident Type

Accident types at the unsignalized intersection where the trail will cross were examined to
identify accident patterns. Exhibits 2.3.1.7-3 summarizes the accident types for the Mt.
Hope Avenue/Robinson Drive intersection.

Exhibit 2. 3.1.7-3
Accident Types
Mt. Hope Avenue & Robinson Drive

Accident Type Number of Accidents Percent of Total
Accidents
Rear End 5 100%
Total 5 100%

Exhibit 2.3.1.7-3 shows that rear end accidents were the predominant accident type at
the Mt. Hope Avenue/Robinson Drive intersection, accounting for 100.0% (5/5) of the
total accidents. Three of the rear end accidents involved northbound vehicles and two of
the rear end accidents involved southbound vehicles. These vehicles rear ended vehicles
that were stopped in traffic, yielding to make a left or right turn. The prevalent causes for
the rear end accidents were following too closely and driver inattention. Based on field
observations, long traffic volume platoons and high travel speeds are presumed to be a
contributing factor. During final design, additional safety measures will be evaluated to
improve driver’s attention to the fact that a pedestrian crossing exists at this location, and
that drivers may be stopping for pedestrians. These measures may include but are not
limited to high visibility signs, enhanced cross walk markings, and radar speed signs.

(d) Stopping Sight Distance

Stopping sight distance at the Mt. Hope Avenue/Robinson Drive pedestrian crossing
location was evaluated to ensure that vehicles have adequate sight distance to react and
stop should a pedestrian be crossing the road at this location. To ensure the safety of a
crossing pedestrian, a proposed crossing should have sufficient sight distance, which
exceeds the minimum/desired stopping sight distance as defined in the 2004 Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets by the American Association of State
Highways and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). The minimum stopping sight distance
was determined from Exhibit 3-1 and 3.2 in AASHTO using a 40 mph design speed
(posted speed limit is 30 MPH). Grades and sight distances are graphically depicted on a
figure contained in the Appendix C.

Results of this evaluation indicate that adequate stopping sight distance exists on Mt.
Hope Avenue at Robinson Drive. To ensure that this location is the most suitable
location for the unsignalized pedestrian crossing, the stopping sight distance was
evaluated on Mt. Hope Avenue further north at the McLean Street intersection. Results
of this evaluation indicate that adequate sight distance also exists at this location.
However, the difference between the existing and desired sight distance for southbound
vehicles is only 195 feet, making the crossing location at Robinson Drive the preferred
location as the difference at this location is 795'.
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Exhibit 2.3.1.7-4
Stopping Sight Distance
Crosswalk Grades Desired Field
Location on Approach (Approx.) (feet) Measured
Mt. Hope Avenue ' (feet)
Robinson Drive Northbound -2t0-5 333 800
Southbound +2 305 1,100
McLean Street Northbound -1to-2 315 1,340
Southbound +0.5 305 500

(2) On-Road Trail Sections

A pedestrian/bicycle accident screening was conducted for three roadway segments
which are proposed to be part of the on-road trail system:

e South Avenue (Highland Avenue to Robinson Drive)
* Mt. Hope Avenue (Robinson Drive to McLean Street)
* McLean Street (Mt. Hope Avenue to Wilson Boulevard)

The screening used accident data from the New York State Department of
Transportation’s (NYSDOT) Safety Information Management System (SIMS) for the
three-year period from 01/01/05 to 12/31/07.

A total of two pedestrian accidents occurred on the three roadway segments evaluated,
both at the South Avenue/Highland Avenue intersection. The first accident involved a
westbound vehicle that was turning right on red hitting a southbound bicyclist traveling
against traffic. The second accident involved an eastbound vehicle colliding with a
pedestrian who was walking against the red light in the path of vehicle.
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2.3.1.8 Ownership and Maintenance Jurisdiction  —

Refer to the Exhibit 2.3.1.8-1 for Ownership and Maintenance Jurisdiction of roads and features within the
project limits.

Ownership and Maintenance Jurisdiction

Exhibit 2. 3.1.8-1

Feature

Owner

Maintenance

Sawgrass Drive

Private

Private

Westfall Road (CR 239)

Monroe County

Monroe County

Monroe Developmental Center

State of New York

State of New York

St. John’s Meadows Private Private
Elmwood Avenue (CR 87) Monroe County & City of Monroe County & City of
Rochester Rochester

Highland Avenue

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Highland Park

City of Rochester/ Monroe
County

Monroe County

South Avenue

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Robinson Drive

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Mt. Hope Ave.

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

McLean Street-Roadway

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

McLean Street-Sidewalk

City of Rochester/ University
of Rochester

City of Rochester/ University
of Rochester

Joseph C. Wilson Boulevard

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Refer to Exhibit 2.3.1.8-2 for Ownership and Maintenance Jurisdiction of adjacent roads and features.

Ownership and Maintenance Jurisdiction

Exhibit 2. 3.1.8-2

Feature Owner Maintenance
Brighton Town Park Town of Brighton Town of Brighton
Laney Road City of Rochester City of Rochester
Azalea Road City of Rochester City of Rochester

Meadowbrook Road

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Pavilion Street

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Reservoir Avenue

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Alpine Street

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Menlo Place

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Harmon Place

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

Mt. Hope Cemetery

City of Rochester

City of Rochester
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2.3.2 Multimodal

2.3.2.1 Pedestrians —

This project is an enhancement and transportation project developed to improve the mobility and
accessibility both locally and regionally for pedestrians. The project will improve the safety and mobility for
pedestrians. The trail will typically be 10 feet wide and sidewalks will be a minimum of 5 feet wide. The
trail will be ADA accessible. Improvements to the existing sidewalk system, including replacement of
deteriorated panels and updating access ramps to meet current standards, will be made were feasible
under the existing funding for the project.

2322 Bicyclists —

This project is an enhancement and transportation project developed to improve the mobility and
accessibility both locally and regionally for bicyclists. The project will improve the safety and mobility for
bicyclists. The trail will typically be 10 feet wide. The curves with non-standard radii will be posted with
signs to notify bicyclists. On the on-road portions bicyclists will use the road shoulders, bike lanes or
shared lanes on South Avenue, Robinson Drive, Mt. Hope Avenue, and McLean Street. Striping
modifications will provide shared use lanes on ElImwood Avenue. Appropriate signage will be posted
notifying motorists to share the road with bicyclists for the on-road segments of the trail system. The
entire project will be accessible for use by bicycles.

2.3.3 Infrastructure
2.3.3.1 Design Standards -

The following design criteria have been developed based on the following:

e AASHTO Guidelines for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 1999

* AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004

» Selecting Roadway Design Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles, Federal Highway
Administration, Publication No. FHWA-RD-92-073, January 1994

« NYSDOT Highway Design Manual (HDM)

 NYSDOT Bridge Manual

» Americans with Disabilities Act and Architectural Barriers Act Accessibility Guidelines, United
States Access Board, July 23, 2004

e United Kingdom DOT *“Contraflow Cycling” leaflet

* NCC Cycling Design Guide, 2006
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Exhibit 2. 3.3.1-1

Design Criteria for Highland Park/Canalway Off-Road

Trail Segments

PIN:

4754.08

NHS (Y/N):

No

Route No. & Name:

Highland Park/
Canalway Trail

Functional Classification:

Two-Way Shared Use Trail

Project Type: Two-Way Shared-Use Trall Design Classification: Two-Way Shared Use Trail
% Trucks: NA Terrain: Level/ Rolling
ADT: NA Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. Neither
Existing Proposed
Element Standard Condition Condition
1 |Design Speed 20 mph (Bicycle) N/A 20 mph
2 [Trail Surface All-Weather Pavement Structure Dirt/Grass Concrete/Asphalt
3 frrail width 10.0 ft. Desirable — AASHTO 1999 Varies 100 ﬂ'MMaX" 8t
in.
4 |Shoulder Width 2.0 ft. — AASHTO 1999 N/A 2.0 ft.
5 [Maximum Grade 5% Max. — AASHTO 1999 N/A 5% Max.
6 [Horizontal Curvature Path: 100 ft. Min. — AASHTO 1999 N/A 20 ft. Min. *
7 [Superelevation Rate 3% Maximum — AASHTO N/A 3% Max.
8 Stopping Sight Distance 140 ft. Min. — AASHTO 1999 N/A 140 ft. Min.
9 [Horizontal Clearance 3.0 ft.Minimum — AASHTO 1999 N/A 3.0 ft.
10 [Vertical Clearance 8.0 ft. Min., 10.0 ft. Desirable — AASHTO 1999 N/A Maintain Existing
11 |Pavement Cross Slope 1.5% Min. to 2% Max. - ADA Varies 2% Max.
12 |Shoulder Cross Slope 6.0% Max. Varies 6% Max.
. 60 psf Live Load
13 [Structural Capacity (ASCE 7 — Elevated Walkways) 60 psf 60 psf
14 |Pedestrian Accommodation ADA Accessibility Guidelines Not ADA compliant| ADA compliant
15 |Railing Height 54 in. — HDM Section 17.5.2 N/A 54 in.

* Refer to non-standard feature justification in Appendix D

Design Criteria for Highland Park/ Canalway On-Road

Exhibit 2. 3.3.1-2

Trail Segments

PIN: 4754.08 NHS (Y/N): See Exhibits 2.3.1.1-1&2
Route No. & Name: | See Exhibits 2.3.1.1-1&2 Functional Classification: See Exhibits 2.3.1.1-1&2
Project Type: Highland Park/ Canalway Design Classification: See Exhibits 2.3.1.1-1&2
% Trucks: N/A Terrain: Level/ Rolling
ADT: N/A Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. Neither
Existin Proposed
Element Standard Conditiogn ConF:jition
Design Speed
1 -City of Rochester Streets 30 mph 25-30 mgh Maintain Existing
posted
-Urban Minor Arterial* 35 mph 35 mph posted
Lane Width
- Urban Arterial Travel Lane 11 ft. Min.

- Urban Arterial Shared-Use
Lane

- Urban Collector Travel Lane

- Urban Local Travel Lane-
(With Curbing)

- Urban Local Shared-Use
Lane

12 ft. Min — 14 ft. desirable

10 ft. Min — 12 ft. desirable
10 ft. Min — 11 ft. desirable

12 ft. Min — 14 ft. desirable
HDM Section 2.7

Varies®

Varies (See Typical
Sections)
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5 [Shoulder Width 4.0 ft. Min.*® Varies® Varies (See Typical
- to Accommodate Bikes (Curbed) HDM Section 17.4.5 Sections)
4 |Bridge Roadway Width N/A N/A N/A
Maximum Grade
- Urban Arterial 8% Max. (35 mph)/ 9% Max. (30 mph)
5 |- Urban Collector 11% Max. (30 mph) Varies Maintain Existing
- Urban Local 15% Max.
HDM Section 2.7
Horizontal Curvature
- Urban Arterial and Urban 250 ft. Min. @ e=4.0% (30 mph)/
Collector 371 ft. Min. @ e=4.0% (35 mph) . o .
6 Urban Local 154 ft. Min. @ €=4.0% (25 mph)/ Varies Maintain Existing
282 ft. Min. @ e=4.0% (30 mph)
HDM Section 2.7
. 4% Maximum . N -
7 |Superelevation Rate HDI\?I SectliorL: 27 Varies Maintain Existing
Stopping Sight Distance
- Urban Arterial and Urban 200 ft. Min.(30 mph)/250 ft. Min.(35 mph)
8 | Collector Varies Maintain Existing
_ Urban Local 155 ft. Min.(25 mph)/2_00 ft. Min.(30 mph)
HDM Section 2.7
Horizontal Clearance
- With Curb 0 ft.
9 | Without Curb 151t Varies Maintain Existing
- At Intersection 3 ﬂ-_
HDM Section 2.7
Vertical Clearance
- NHS 16 ft. Min., 16.5 ft. Desirable .
101 Non-NHS 14 ft. Min., 14.5 ft. Desirable N/A Unrestricted
BM Section 2.4
Pavement Cross Slope . . N .
11 v P 1.5% Min. to 2% Max. Varies Maintain Existing
- Travel Lanes HDM Section 2.7
4% between lanes . N .
12 |Rollover HDM Section 2.7 Varies Maintain Existing
13 |Structural Capacity N/A N/A N/A
14 [Pedestrian Accommodation 5’ Wide Sidewalk — HDM Section 18.6.5.1 Varies® 5
15 |Bike Lane 5’ Min — HDM Section 17.4.7 N/A 5’ Min.

(1) The design speed of Urban Minor Arterial outside the City of Rochester city limits.

(2) The posted speed limit for City of Rochester streets is 30 mph except for Robinson Avenue which is posted for 25 mph.
(3) Refer to Exhibit 2.3.3.4-1 for existing lane and sidewalk configuration and widths.

(4) A 0to 4 ft minimum shoulder may be used where a wide outside travel lane (12 ft min) is provided

(5) A5 ft. minimum width is required to mark as a designated bike lane

2.3.3.2 Critical Design Elements —

Exhibit 2.3.3.2 -1

Critical Design Elements for Highland Park/ Canalwa

y On-Road Segments

Cross Walk

Type of Striping

Signing

Mt. Hope Avenue
Robinson Drive

Double Piano Key

1. Standard Fluorescent Yellow-
green Advance Sign

2. Standard Fluorescent Yellow-
green Crossing Sign
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2.3.3.3 Other Design Parameters -

Exhibit 2.3.3.3-1
Other Design Parameter: Design Vehicle

Location Design Vehicle Vehicle Accommodated

Trail Bicycle Bicycle

2.3.3.4 Existing and Proposed Highway/Bridge Plana  nd Section -

The proposed trail segment between the Canalway Trail and Highland Avenue will be developed as a 10-
foot-wide off-road multi-use trail. Use of the existing land on which the trail will be constructed is currently
lawn and wooded areas, with the exception of along the south side of EImwood Avenue and the east side
of South Avenue where concrete sidewalks currently exist. These existing sidewalks will be replaced with
a 10-foot-wide concrete multi-use trail.

The remaining segment of the trail system from Highland Avenue to the Genesee Riverway Trail will
utilize the sidewalk for pedestrians and the roads for bicyclists. Refer to Exhibit 2.3.3.4-1 for Existing
Road and Sidewalk Information.

Exhibit 2. 3.3.4-1
Existing Road and Sidewalk Information

Feature Road Data Sidewalk Data
Sawgrass Drive 28 ft. (2-Lanes w/ Curb) None
36 ft. (2-Travel Lanes,
Westfall Road (CR 239) 1-Turning Lane, & None'

2-3 ft. Shoulders)

60 ft. (4-Travel Lanes & 1-Turning

ElImwood Avenue (CR 87) Lane w/ Curb)

5 ft. Wide Both Sides

South Avenue 40 ft. (3-Lanes w/ Curb)

Highland Ave. To Reservoir Ave. (Additional tqrn lane gt Highland Ave. 4.5 ft. Wide Both Sides
intersection)
_South Avenue_ 40 ft. (2-Lanes w/ Curb) 4.5 ft. Wide Both Sides
Reservoir Ave. to Robinson Dr.
Robinson Drive 24 ft. (2-Lanes w/ Curb) 4.5 ft. to 5 ft. Wide on Both Sides

37 ft. (2-Lanes, 1-Turning Lane, & 2’

Mt. Hope Avenue Shoulders w/ Curb)

4.5 ft. to 5 ft. Wide on Both Sides

McLean Street 19 ft. (1-Lane, 1-Way w/ Curb) 6.5 ft. to 7 ft. on South Side

Joseph C. Wilson Boulevard 28 ft. (2-Lanes w/ Curb) 5 ft. on East Side

"Westfall Road is scheduled for reconstruction and 1 10’ wide concrete sidewalk along the north side of
road between Sawgrass Drive and Monroe Developmental Center.

Within the wooded parcel just north of the Monroe Developmental Center, the existing wooden boardwalk
structure will be refurbished to provide a new 10-foot-wide deck and standard railing system, and redirect
the north end of the boardwalk and the adjoining new trail segment to the northwest, outside the limits of
the existing wetland in this area.

Proposed typical sections and trail plans are contained in Appendix A.
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2.3.3.5 Non-Standard/Non-Conforming Features  —

Based on a design speed of 20 mph for bicycle use and 2 fps for pedestrians the following non-standard
and non-conforming have been identified:

Non-Standard Features

Existing Non-Standard Features:

» There are a number of curb ramps do not meet ADA standards for slope and/or detectable
warning.

Proposed Non-Standard Features:

e Curb ramps will be upgraded to where possible however it is anticipated that some will not be
able to be improved to meet ADA standards due to existing constraints.

* Three curves on the multi-use trail will not meet the minimum required radius of 100 feet. Two of
the curves are located in the St. John’s expansion area where the trail is following the alignment
of an existing hiking trail. The third location is where the trail exits the St. John’s expansion area
onto EImwood Avenue and the radius at that location is limited by available right-of-way.

Justification for retaining these non-standard features can be found in Appendix D.

Non-Conforming Features

No existing or proposed non-conforming features have been identified.
2.3.3.6 Pavement and Shoulder Conditions -

The surfaces of the existing sidewalk and roads to be used as part of the trail network are comprised of

concrete and asphalt, respectively. The concrete and asphalt treatments are in generally good condition.
Pavement rehabilitation of existing roadways within the project limits utilized for the on-road segment of

the trail system is not proposed as part of this project. The need for replacement of sections of sidewalk

will be reviewed during detailed design.

The proposed pavement structure for this project is as noted below. Refer to Appendix A for Typical
Sections and Plans.

» Off-Road Trail — 6 inch stone subbase, and 3 inch asphalt top course or 4 inch concrete top
course
» Sidewalk Flag Replacement — 6 inch subbase and 4 inch concrete
2.3.3.7 Drainage Systems -
(1) The existing storm drainage along the project corridor consists of both open and closed systems.
(2) Condition/deterioration — the systems are in generally good condition.
(3) Deficiencies/needs — None.

The existing natural drainage patterns will generally be retained using new cross culverts under the off-
road section as needed.
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2.3.3.8 Geotechnical —
No significant soil problems are known to exist along the project corridor.

No unique soils or foundation problems are anticipated along the proposed trail. A few wet locations along
the trail will require a geotextile fabric to be placed prior to placement of the subbase.

2.3.3.9 Structures -

There are no bridges or culverts that the proposed trail crosses. A portion of the trail will be carried by an
existing boardwalk through the wooded parcel just south of the St. John’s expansion area (i.e.,
Brickstone). The existing boardwalk will be widened to provide a 10’ wide clear spacing between railings.
In order to limit wetland disturbances, the north end of the existing boardwalk will be dead ended via
installation of a new railing across the end to provide an overlook area. A new boardwalk section will be
constructed, connecting to the existing and redirecting the boardwalk to the northeast — outside of the
designated wetland area.

The existing boardwalk is not designed to support the loads of heavy maintenance vehicles or emergency
vehicles. Since only the deck and railing of this boardwalk are being retrofitted for use as part of the
Highland Trail and the foundations are not being replaced, the existing load capacity will be maintained.
The boardwalk will support a small maintenance vehicle with a wheel load not exceeding 400 Ib. such as
a 4 wheel ATV or gator maintenance vehicle. Any emergency occurring north of the boardwalk could be
accessed from the trail that passes through St. John's Expansion, while emergencies south of the
boardwalk could be accessed from the trail through Monroe Developmental Center.

2.3.3.10 Hydraulics of Bridges and Culverts -

No hydrologic and hydraulic analysis was performed as no bridges or culverts exist within the project
limits. Review of structure hydraulics is not required.

2.3.3.11 Utilities —

Multiple utilities including utility poles, natural gas, electric, water, telephone, cable and sanitary sewer
lines are also located along the road right-of-ways.

The project will not significantly affect existing utilities. Efforts to coordinate with both private and public
utilities will continue throughout the design phases of this project.
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Exhibit 2.3.3.12-1 provides the right of way widths and types for all roadways within the project limits.

Exhibit 2. 3.3.12-1

Right-of-Way

Feature Type Width
Sawgrass Drive Private Right-of-Way 60 ft.
Westfall Road (CR 239) Public Right-of-way 495 ft.
ElImwood Avenue (CR 87) Public Right-of-way 495 ft.
South Avenue Public Right-of-way 66 ft.
Robinson Drive Public Right-of-way 60 ft.

Mt. Hope Avenue Public Right-of-way 66 ft.
McLean Street- Roadway Public Right-of-way 39 ft.
Joseph C. Wilson Boulevard Public Right-of-way 75 ft.

The proposed alternative will require acquisition of easements for the construction of the project. Property
owners along the proposed trail alignment will be contacted to discuss the right of way needs across their
property. Appraisals will be conducted to determine the fair market value of the required easements.

Refer to Exhibit 2.3.3.12-2 for a summary of the right-of-way impacts to private property.

Exhibit 2.3.3.12 -2
Summary of Right-of-Way Impacts to Private Property

% of Total
. Tax Map Total Parcel Easement Easement
Owner Location Parcel
Number Area (Acres) Area (Acres) Type
Impacted
Westfall Office | Along west side 149.06-1-
Group of Sawgrass Dr. 2.411 /.53 015 020 PE
Westfall Office | Along west side 149.06-1-
Group of Sawgrass Dr. 2.522 246 03 1.22 PE
VA Venture Along west side
Rochester, 9 136.18-1-4 5.26 .02 0.38 PE
of Sawgrass Dr.
LLC
Monroe
State of New | o elopmental | 136.18-1-1 65.60 1.10 1.67 PE
York
Center
St. John's
Home For the | Wooded Parcel 136.14-1-2 7.14 Existing easement in place
Aging
Sully’s Trail St. John’s
Corp PK 11, Expansion 136.14-1-1.11 17.48 Existing easement in place
LLC Parcel
Along south
SN Phelps side of 136.14-1-1.2 3.68 01 0.27 PE
Realty, LLC
Elmwood Ave
Along south
SN Phelps side of 136.56-1-1 17.70 0.21 1.19 PE
Realty, LLC
Elmwood Ave
Along south
City of side of
Rochester Elmwood Ave 136.48-1-47.1 0.08 .007 8.75 PE
(Pump Station)
State of New | Along souh side 136.55.1-
York of Elmwood Ave 2.004 18.21 0.10 06 PE
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Along south
Statf(g:k'\'ew side of 136.63-1-1.5 37.80 0.10 0.26 PE
Elmwood Ave
County of Highland Park 136.47-1-
Monroe South 1.001 25.92 0.93 359 PE
County of Highland Park 136.39-1-
Monroe South 20.001 11.76 0.10 0.85 PE

Some additional TE'’s for construction access may be needed from some of the property owners in the
above table. The location and size of any required TE’s will be included in the final version of this report.

2.3.3.13 Landscaping/Environmental Enhancement -

The visual environment along the project corridor is consistent with that of a suburban and urban
landscape. The largest viewing audiences are the adjacent property owners.

The proposed trail passes through Highland Park South which was acquired at a later date and not part of
the original Olmsted plan. However, additional landscaping should be minimized to maintain the existing
park landscape.

Clearing and grubbing along the alignment of the off-road trail will be required to provide adequate width
and to provide a 3-foot wide clear zone on both sides. Disturbed areas adjacent to the trail will be top
soiled and seeded.

Some opportunity for additional landscaping exists at locations of the proposed informational kiosk areas.
These areas will be located at key locations along the off-road trail system to direct trail users along the
trail, and provide information about connecting trails. The locations of these areas will be determined
during final design and will be located outside of areas that are historically sensitive.

No other opportunities exist to enhance existing natural or manmade environmental features.
2.4 Miscellaneous

There are no railroads within the project limits and no at-grade crossings within 0.6 mile that could impact
traffic conditions.

The roads within the project limits have existing street lights that illuminate both the roadway and
sidewalks. No new lighting will be provided along the trail corridor.
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Chapter 3 — Social, Economic and Environmental Cons  iderations

3.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

The project has been determined NEPA Class I, Categorical Exclusion per 23 CFR 771.117. The lead
agency for NEPA is the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The NEPA checklist is provided in
Appendix B. There are historic and cultural resources present that will require a determination of effect.

3.2 State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)

This project is classified as a Type 1 Action in accordance with 6BNYCRR Part 617, State Environmental
Quality Review (SEQR) Act. A Long Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) was completed for the
project and is included in Appendix B. The Town of Brighton will be the SEQR Lead Agency.

Specifically, the project does not include or result in:
1. The acquisition of an occupied dwelling or business structure;

2. Significant changes in passenger or vehicle traffic volumes, vehicle mix, local travel patterns or
access;

3. More than minor social, economic or environmental effects upon occupied dwelling units,
businesses, abutting properties or other established human activities;

4. Significant inconsistency with current plans or goals that have been adopted by local government
bodies;

5. Physical alteration of more than 1 ha (2.5 ac) of publicly owned or operated park land, recreational
area or designated open space;

6. An effect on a district, building, structure or site eligible for, or listed on, the National Register of
Historic Places; (a “No Adverse Effect” determination from SHPO is anticipated)

7. More than minor alteration of, or adverse effect upon, any property, protected area, or natural or
man-made resource of national, State or local significance, including but not limited to:
(i) Wetlands and associated areas;

(i) Eloodplains;

(iif) Prime or unique agricultural land;

(iv) Agricultural districts, when more than one acre may be affected;
(v) Water resources, including lakes, reservoirs, rivers and streams;
(vi) Water supply sources;

(vii) Designated wild, scenic and recreational rivers;

(viii) Unigue ecological, natural wooded or scenic areas;

(ix) Rare, threatened or endangered species;

(x) Any area designated as a critical environmental area;

8. Requirement for an indirect air source quality permit.

Refer to the Environmental Scoping Checklist found in Appendix B for information on all environmental
issues for which the project was screened.
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3.3 Additional Environmental Information
3.3.1 Social Consequences

During the development of the scope for the project, the client deemed studies regarding social
consequences not necessary due to the nature of the project. Therefore no studies have been
conducted. Multiple public meetings were held to inform the public of the project and solicit their input.
Feedback received from these meetings and during the comment period of this report will be included in
the Final Design Report.

3.3.2 Economic Consequences

During the development of the scope for the project, the client deemed studies regarding economic
consequences not necessary due to the nature of the project. Therefore no studies have been conducted.

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

The environmental consequences of the proposed project will not be significant. Most of the areas that
will be affected by the project have been previously disturbed in association with the construction of local
roads, new development, and infrastructure.

3.3.3.1 Surface Waters/ Wetlands -

There are no navigable waters, as defined by the USACE or the United States Coast Guard in the project
area. USGS Quadrangle, Rochester East, identifies the West Branch of Allen’s Creek and an unnamed
tributary to Allen’s Creek within the project area. The West Branch and the unnamed tributary are
identified as intermittent, and are classified as Class B (water quality Class B) and Class C (water quality
Class C) by the NYSDEC as contained in 6 NYCRR, Chapter X Part 864, and 6 NYCRR Part 703,
respectively.

The best use of Class B waters is recreation, including swimming and fishing. Some stream restrictions
during construction within the banks of the West Branch of Allen’s Creek may apply. The best use of
Class C waters is fishing, and the waters are suitable for fish propagation and survival and are suitable for
primary and secondary contact recreation. Based on the stream classifications for the unnamed tributary,
the NYSDEC should not pose any restrictions when working within this stream.

The NYSDEC wetland map for Rochester East, NY Quadrangle was reviewed. A segment of the project
is located within one (1) NYSDEC designated wetland (BR-10). BR-10 is forested and scrub/shrub
wetland located on St. John’s Property and is known as St. John’s Meadows. Additionally, portions of the
project will be within the designated 100-ft. buffer of wetland BR-10. Due to the location of the project
within this wetland and adjacent area, an Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands Permit will be required.

A wetland delineation was completed in 2009 in accordance with the Army Corps of Engineers’ Wetlands
Delineation Manual, 1987. Approximately 0.5 acre of federal wetlands are anticipated to be impacted
during the construction of the project. The Wetland Delineation Report is available as a separate
supporting document. Coordination with the NYSDEC has occurred and will continue throughout design.
A wetland determination has been made and is included in Appendix E.
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Executive Order 11990

Federal Wetland BR-10 is within the limits of the project. A Programmatic Executive Order (EO) 11990
will be prepared for the project and will include the work done within federally jurisdictional wetlands as no
major impact.

An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Joint Application for a USACE Nationwide Permit will be
required for the disturbance of the federal wetlands required by the USACE.

Filing of a Notice of Intent (NOI) will be required for coverage under the NYSDEC State Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) General Permit for Construction since the total disturbed area
exceeds the 0.405 hectare (1.0-acre) permitting threshold. In addition, the project will require the
preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

During construction, storm water runoff from exposed soil surfaces may flow into the existing surface
water conveyance system and subsequently into adjacent surface water streams. These flows will be
controlled by the use of sediment and erosion control techniques. These techniques will be part of a
sediment and erosion control plan to be implemented during construction and will conform to the
requirements of the NYS Department of Transportation Standard Specification for Temporary Soil Erosion
and Water Pollution Control, The NYS Stormwater Management Design Manual and the NYS Guidelines
for Urban Erosion and Sediment Control.

3.3.3.2 Water Source Quality —

This project is not located within the limits of a designated U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Sole
Source Aquifer. Additionally, the area is not located over a Primary or Principal aquifer as designated by
Snavely and Kantrowicz (1982). Therefore, based on the scope of the project and limited disturbance, no
further processing is required under the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974.

A majority of the area businesses, residences and public buildings are serviced by public water by the
Monroe County Water Authority.

Erosion, sedimentation and water pollution controls will be employed throughout the duration of the
project to minimize water quality impacts in groundwater recharge areas. Therefore, the overall quality of
groundwater is not expected to be affected by this project.

3.3.3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species -

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Wildlife Resources Center
Natural Heritage Program and the NYSDEC Region 8 Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources
were contacted on March 07, 2011 regarding the presence of significant habitat areas and endangered
and threatened species.

The NYSDEC Wildlife Resources Center Natural Heritage Program responded that they have “no records
of rare or state-listed animals or plants, significant natural communities or other significant habitats, on or
in the immediate vicinity of the project”. Region 8 responded that, in agreement with a 2009 site
reconnaissance, there are no known state or federally endangered, threatened or rare species in the
project corridor. They mentioned however, a species of concern, the Western Chorus Frog within the
Town of Brighton. A portion of the trail will require a coordination with the Town of Brighton Convervation
Board regarding protection of the Western Chorus Frog.

The United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
National Marine Fisheries Service and the United States Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) were contacted on March 07, 2011 regarding the possible presence of threatened and
endangered species and habitat areas.

3-3



November 2011 Draft Project Scoping Report/Final De  sign Report PIN 4754.08

The USFWS responded that they are unable to reply to Threatened & Endangered Species list requests
due to increasing workload and reduction of staff and referred inquiries to their website. Upon review of
the USFWS website, it was revealed that one (1) Endangered Species; Bog turtle (Clemmys
[=Glyptemys] muhlenbergii was listed for Monroe County. However, the turtle is not located in this portion
of the County (only documented in Riga and Sweden Townships) and will not be impacted by the trail
construction project. Therefore, it is anticipated that further coordination with the USFWS will not be
required.

A response from NOAA indicated there are no threatened or endangered species within the immediate
project area.

Copies of correspondence with these agencies can be found in Appendix B.

3.3.3.4 General Ecology and Wildlife -

The proposed Highland Park/Canalway Trail is located in the City of Rochester and the Town of Brighton,
within the Lake Plains Region of New York. The topography consists of gently rolling hills to flat areas.
The lands in the immediate vicinity of and adjacent to the proposed trail generally consist of mixed use
commercial and residential areas and are mostly developed.

Woodlot Study

As part of the development of the trail design, it was noted that the project is located within a Woodlot
Protection District. The trees within the project corridor that are identified to be removed have been
located and mapped. A copy of the Woodlot Survey Map is included in Appendix B.

3.3.3.5 Historical and Cultural Resources —

The Highland Park/Canalway Trail Project location is in an archaeologically sensitive area, with eleven
prehistoric and historic sites and six National Register listed or eligible properties or districts within one
mile of the project location. Prehistoric site sensitivity is considered to be low, while historic site sensitivity
is considered high to the north of EImwood Ave. South of EImwood Avenue historic sensitivity is
considered low.

A Project Submittal Package (PSP) was sent to the NYSDOT's Regional Cultural Resources Coordinator
(RCRC) for review. A copy of the PSP is included in Appendix B along with The RCRC's response that a
Cultural Resource Survey and Finding Documentation package are required for the project.

Phase IA background research indicated that only the portion of the proposed trail located between the
southern boundary of the St. John’s Community expansion located on the south side of ElImwood Avenue
and the eastern boundary of the Monroe Developmental Center parcel just north of Westfall Road was
anticipated to have subsurface impacts and could not be demonstrated to have been previously
disturbed. This area was subjected to Phase IB investigation.

Two sites; one prehistoric and one historic were identified by Phase IB shovel testing. These were
designated the Rochester State Hospital Prehistoric Site and the Rochester State Hospital Historic Site.
They are both located at the northeast property boundary of the Monroe Developmental Center parcel.
The Rochester State Hospital Historic Site is a historic mid to late 19" century dump of domestic and
architectural materials. This site lacks clear association with any known historic farm or residence in the
vicinity, and therefore, has limited research potential. No further work is recommended with regard to this
site.

The Rochester State Hospital Prehistoric Site is a small scale camp or resource procurement site of
unknown prehistoric period. This site appears to have the potential to answer research questions
concerning these site types in the region during the prehistoric period, an area currently under-
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represented in research literature. A site examination is recommended to determine if the Rochester
State Hospital Prehistoric Site is eligible for listing on the National Register if the site cannot be avoided.

The results of the Phase 1A research and Phase 1B shovel tests have been documented in a Cultural
Resource Report which has been submitted to the RCRC for review. Final determination of the project’s
impacts on cultural resources will be included in the Final Design Report.

3.3.3.6 Visual Resources -

During the development of the scope for the project, the client deemed studies regarding visual resources
not necessary given the nature of this project. Therefore no visual resource studies have been
conducted.

3.3.3.7 Parks and Recreational Facilities -

The proposed trail will traverse property that is part of Highland Park, which is a publicly owned park, and
therefore a Section 4(f) property. The trail will be located along an existing trail and designed to minimize
harm to the park to the greatest extent possible. Therefore, it is assumed that Monroe County, as owner
and operator of this park, respectively, will provide written approval needed for the applicability of FHWA's
Section 4(f) Statement and Determination for Independent Bikeway or Walkway Construction Projects,
and that an individual Section 4 (f) Evaluation will not be required for this project.

The project will not require acquisition of any recreational parks federally funded by the United States
Department of the Interior. Therefore, Section 6(f) evaluations are not required.

3.3.3.8 Farmland Assessment -

The proposed project will not significantly impact State Farmland or Agricultural Districts nor will it
significantly impact land designated as Federal Prime and Unique Farmland.

3.3.3.9 Air, Noise, and Energy —

During the development of the scope for the project, the client deemed studies regarding air, noise, and
energy not necessary given the nature of the project. Therefore no studies have been conducted.

3.3.3.10 Contaminated Materials Assessment —

A Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials (HW/CM) Assessment was completed for the project
corridor. The primary objective of this assessment is to render an opinion as to whether surface or
historical evidence indicates the presence of recognized environmental conditions that could result in the
presence of hazardous materials in the environment.

The HW/CM Assessment also includes a review of NYSDEC regulatory data files. In addition, a review of
federal and state environmental databases provided by Toxics Targeting, Inc. of Ithaca, New York was
conducted. Aerial photographs were reviewed as part of the screening. Exhibits 3.1 and 3.2 list the
specific databases containing information obtained by Toxics Targeting for the project corridor.
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Exhibit 3. 3.3.10-1
Federal Contamination Database Summary

Radius Searched (ASTM E 1527 -05)

Database and Non-ASTM
National Priorities List (NPL Database) 1/8 mile
Delisted NPL Sites 1/8 mile
. Comprghengive Envirqnmental Response, 1/8 mile
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS Database)
CERCLIS NFRAP (CERCLIS sites no further action) 1/8 mile
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 1/8 mile
Federal Toxic Release Inventory Facilities 1/8 mile
Federal Air Discharges 1/8 mile
Federal Permit Compliance System Toxic Wastewater Discharges 1/8 mile
Federal Civil and Administrative Enforcement Docket 1/8 mile
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) Property Only

Exhibit 3 .3.3.10- 2
State Contamination Database Summary

Database Radius Searched (ASTM E 1527 -05)
and Non-ASTM
NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites 1/8 mile
NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal (Qualifying Sites) 1/8 mile
NYS Brownfield Cleanup Sites 1/8 mile
NYS Solid Waste Facility 1/8 mile
NYS and Federal Hazardous Waste, Treatment, Storage or Disposal 1/8 mile
UST Petroleum Bulk Storage 1/8 mile
NYS and Federal Hazardous Waste Generators and Transporters 1/8 mile
UST Chemical Bulk Storage Database 1/8 mile
NYS Hazardous Substance Disposal Site Draft Study 1/8 mile
NYS Major Oil Storage Facilities Data Base 1/8 mile
NYS Toxic Spills 1/8 mile

A review of Toxics Targeting findings included fifty-nine (59) sites within one-eighth (1/8) mile radius
including four (4) Closed Tank Failures, one (1) Closed Tank Test Failures, seventeen (17) Closed Spills-
Unknown/Other causes, nineteen (19) Closed Spills-Misc causes, five (5) Local & State Petroleum Bulk
Storage, nine (9) RCRA Haz Waste Generators & Transporters, one (1) NYS Chemical Bulk Storage, one
(1) Air Discharge, one (1) Civil & Administrative Enforcement Docket Facilities, and one (1) Active Spill.

A Freedom of Information Act (FOIL) request for information about the Active Spill and other sites of
interest was sent to the NYSDEC. It has been determined that the active site located at 1111 Elmwood
Avenue is undergoing remediation and monitoring activities and based on the location of the site and
distance from the proposed project corridor, the site should not be considered an environmental concern
to the project. Furthermore, a review of NYSDEC records indicated that any other sites of concern have
been remediated and closed and are not considered as environmental concerns to the project.
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3.3.3.11 Construction Impact -

Construction activities will be short duration, minor in scale and temporary, and will not result in significant
adverse effects. The contractor will be required to comply with all permits issued for the project.
Additionally, the contractor will be responsible for conducting work and maintaining equipment in a
manner that minimizes impacts from noise, dust, vibration, and erosion and sedimentation. As noted in
section 3.3.3.1, a NYSDEC approved project specific Stormwater Pollution Plan (SWPPP) will be
developed to protect surface waters and wetlands in or near the project area during construction.

3.3.3.12 Anticipated Permits, Approvals and Coordin  ation —
Potential permits and approvals required for this project are summarized below:

* NYSDEC Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands Permit

FHWA Programmatic Executive Order 11990 Wetlands Finding
» USACE Nationwide Permit (Section 404 Permit)

* NYSDEC Section 401 Water Quality Certification

 NYSDEC SPDES Construction Permit

*  Woodlot EPOD Permit

»  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

* Notice of Intent

e City of Rochester Work Permit

« Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
» Coordination with Monroe County Parks Department

e Coordination with Monroe County Department of Transportation
e Coordination with the City of Rochester

The specific permitting and coordination activities are a function of the final trail configuration and design.
3.3.4 Indirect/Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
3.3.4.1 Indirect/Secondary Impacts —

Based on the proposed project’s nature, function, compatibility with surrounding land uses, relatively
small scale, and limited change in natural topography, indirect or secondary impacts are neglible. The
proposed project meets the criteria of the Town’s and City’s zoning classification for the affected area.
The proposed project is consistent with the adjacent corridor sections.

3.3.4.2 Cumulative Impacts —

A primary objective of the proposed project is to further develop and interconnect the local and regional
network of multi-use trails and parks/recreational facilities. Therefore, the proposed action will have a
positive effect on the area’s trail network system and parks/recreational facilities.

3.3.5 Public Participation and Outreach

One public meeting was held to on July 1, 2009. Modifications to the trail alignment have been made to
address public and agency comments and concerns raised at the public meeting. A neighborhood
meeting was held on June 23, 2010 with the residents of the Highland Avenue area, as requested by the
neighborhood associations, to present modifications to the trail alignment. Additional public meetings
were held in the City of Rochester on October 18, 2011 and in the Town of Brighton on November 2,
2011 to present the revised trail alignment to the general public and obtain additional public input on the
proposed project.
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NEPA ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST
Highland Park/Canalway Trail
November 2011

Answer the following questions by checking YES @.N

. THRESHOLD QUESTION YES NO

1. Does the project involve unusual circumstansesescribed in 23 CFR
§771.117(b)? v

If YES, the project does not qualify as a Categaritxclusion and an EA or EIS is required. You may
STOP COMPLETING THE CHECKLIST.

If NO, go on.
II. AUTOMATIC CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION YES NO
2. s the project an action listed as an Autom@ategorical Exclusion in 23

CFR§771.117(c) (C List) and/or is the project an eletysgecific project
classified by FHWA as a Categorical Exclusion oly 22, 19967 v

If YES to question 2, the project qualifies for d.iSt Categorical Exclusion. You may STOP
COMPLETING THE CHECKLIST. The checklist should ineluded in the appendix of the Final Design
Report (or Scope Summary Memorandum/Final DesigrmoRe The CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION
DETERMINATION memo is to be sent to the approprisii@in Office Design liaison unit with a copy of
the Final Design Report (or Scope Summary MemonariBunal Design Report). A copy of the
CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION memo must aldm sent to the Office of Budget and
Finance, Project and Letting Management, and oflsess sample DETERMINATION memo attached).

(Note - Even if YES to question 2, there may becBmeenvironmental issues that still require ati@at
such as an EO 11990 Wetland Finding or a deteriomaf effect on cultural resources. The projecttill
an Automatic Categorical Exclusion but the necegsaeation must be taken, such as obtaining FHWA's
signature on the wetland finding. Refer to therappate section of the Environmental Procedureaia
for guidance.)

If NO to question 2, go on.
. PROGRAMMATIC CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION YES NO

3. Isthe project on new location or does it ineoévchange in the functional
classification or added mainline capacity (add uigietraffic lanes)?




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

YES

Is this a Type | project under 23 CFR 772, "Bthaoes for Abatement of
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction"?

NO

If the project is located within the limits oflasignated sole source
aquifer area or the associated stream flow sousze & the drainage
pattern altered?

Does the project involve changes in travel paste

Does the project involve the acquisition of mibran minor amounts of
temporary or permanent right-of-way (a minor amaafright-of-way is
defined as not more than 10 percent of a parcgldacels under 4 ha (10
acres) in size, 0.4 ha (1 acre) of a parcel 4 H®16 ha (10 to 100 acres)
in size and 1 percent of a parcel for parcels graatin 40.5 ha (100
acres) in size?

Does the project require a Section 4(f) evatuaéind determination in
accordance with the FHWA guidance?

Does the project involve commercial or residdrdisplacement?

If Section 106 applies, does FHWA'’s determmaindicate an opinion of
adverse effect?

Does the project involve any work in wetlaneiguiring a Nationwide
Wetland Permit #237?

Does the project involve any work in wetlaneiguiring an individual
Executive Order 11990 Wetland Finding?

Has it been determined that the project wghgicantly encroach upon a
flood plain based on preliminary hydraulic analyeigl consideration of
EO 11988 criteria as appropriate?

Does the project involve construction in, asrosadjacent to a river
designated as a component proposed for or includéa National
System of Wild and Scenic Rivers?

Does the project involve any change in accest@




16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

YES NO

Does the project involve any known hazardouenas sites or previous
land uses with potential for hazardous materialai@esiwithin the right-
of-way?

Does the project occur in an area where ther&ederally listed
endangered or threatened species or critical h@bita

Is the project, pursuant to EPM Chapter 1ABalole 2 and Table 3 of 40
CFR Parts 51 and 93, non-exempt or does it exaggdrabient air
guality standard?

Does the project lack consistency with the Nenk State Coastal Zone
Management Plan and policies of the DepartmentateSOffice of
Coastal Zone Management?

Does the project impact or acquire any Primdraque Farmland as
defined in 7 CFR Part 657 of the Federal Farmlamdefetion Policy Act
and are there outstanding compliance activitieessary? (Note:
Interpret compliance activity to mean completiorFofm AD 1006.)

If NO for questions, 3-20, go on to answer ques#n

If YES to any question 3-20, project will not quwlas a Programmatic Categorical Exclusion. Answer
guestions 21 and 22 for documentation only andrgtma@uestion 23.

YES NO

. Does the project involve the use of a tempam@ag, detour or ramp
closure?

If NO to questions 3-20 and NO to question 21,pt®ect qualifies as a Programmatic Categorical
Exclusion. You may STOP COMPLETING THE CHECKLISThe checklist should be included in the
appendix of the Final Design Report (or Scope Sumpemorandum/Final Design Report). The
CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION memo is to beest to the appropriate Main Office
Design liaison unit with a copy of the Final DesiRaport (or Scope Summary Memorandum/Final Design
Report). A copy of the Categorical Exclusion memast also be sent to the Office of Budget and Fiaan
Project and Letting Management, and others (seplsdDETERMINATION memo attached).

If YES to question 21, preparer should completestioe 22 (i-v). If questions 3-20 are NO and 2YIsS,
the project will still qualify as a Programmatict€gorical Exclusion if questions 22 (i-v) are YES.



YES NO

22. Since the project involves the use of temporaag, detour or ramp
closure, will all of the following conditions be me

I.  Provisions will be made for pedestrian acces®re& warranted, and
access by local traffic and so posted.

ii. Through-traffic dependent business will notdzversely affected.

lii. The detour or ramp closure, to the extent g@eswill not interfere with
any local special event or festival.

iv. The temporary road, detour or ramp closure samgsubstantially change
the environmental consequences of the action

v. There is no substantial controversy associatdutive temporary road,
detour or ramp closure.

If questions 3-20 are NO, 21 is YES and 22 (i-¥ ¥ES, the project qualifies for a Programmatic
Categorical Exclusion. You may STOP COMPLETING TBHECKLIST. The checklist should be
included in the appendix of the Final Design RefartScope Summary Memorandum/Final Design
Report). The CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION emo should be sent to the appropriate
Main Office Design liaison unit with a copy of tkéal Design Report (or Scope Summary
Memorandum/Final Design Report.) A copy of the GZ&AORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION
memo must also be sent to the Office of Budgetfandnce, Project and Letting Management, and sther
(see sample DETERMINATION memo attached).

If questions 3-20 are NO, 21 is YES and any pat2is NO, go on to question 23.
YES NO

23. Is the project section listed in 23 CER/1.117(d) (D List) or is the
project an action similar to those listed in 23 G3#/R1.117(d)?

For those questions which precluded a Programr@atiegorical Exclusion, documentation should be iplex\
for any YES response to questions 3-20 or for ard&ponse to any part of questions 22 (i-v). This
documentation, as well as the checklist, shoulshtleded in the Design Approval Document, i.e.,dFiDesign
Report, etc., to be submitted to the Main Officey#¥A Design liaison unit for submission to the FHWA
Division for classification of the project as a Bt.Categorical Exclusion.
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Appendix A
State Environmental Quality Review
FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

Purpose: The full EAF is designed to help applicants and agencies determine, in an orderly manner, whether a project or action may
be significant. The question of whether an action may be significant is not always easy to answer. Frequently, there are aspects of
a project that are subjective or unmeasurable. It is also understood that those who determine significance may have little or no formal
knowledge of the environment or may not be technically expert in environmental analysis. In addition, many who have knowledge
in one particular area may not be aware of the broader concerns affecting the question of significance.

The full EAF is intended to provide a method whereby applicants and agencies can be assured that the determination process
has been orderly, comprehensive in nature, yet flexible enough to allow introduction of information to fit a project or action.

Full EAF Components: The full EAF is comprised of three parts:

Part 1: Provides objective data and information about a given project and its site. By identifying basic project data, it assists
a reviewer in the analysis that takes place in Parts 2 and 3.

Part 2: Focuses on identifying the range of possible impacts that may occur from a project or action. It provides guidance
as to whether an impact is likely to be considered small to moderate or whether it is a potentially-large impact. The
form also identifies whether an impact can be mitigated or reduced.

Part 3: If any impact in Part 2 is identified as potentially-large, then Part 3 is used to evaluate whether or not the impact is
actually important.

THIS AREA FOR LEAD AGENCY USE ONLY

DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

Identify the Portions of EAF completed for this project: EI Part 1 I:I Part 2 I:IPart 3
Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF (Parts 1 and 2 and 3 if appropriate), and any other supporting information, and
considering both the magnitude and importance of each impact, it is reasonably determined by the lead agency that:

D A. The project will not result in any large and important impact(s) and, therefore, is one which will not have a
significant impact on the environment, therefore a negative declaration will be prepared.

,:l B.  Although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect
for this Unlisted Action because the mitigation measures described in PART 3 have been required, therefore
a CONDITIONED negative declaration will be prepared.*

':l C. The project may result in one or more large and important impacts that may have a significant impact on the
environment, therefore a positive declaration will be prepared.

*A Conditioned Negative Declaration is only valid for Unlisted Actions
The Highland Park/Canalway Trail

Name of Action
Town of Brighton

Name of Lead Agency

Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (If different from responsible officer)
website Date
Page 1 of 21 I eset




PART 1--PROJECT INFORMATION
Prepared by Project Sponsor

NOTICE: This document is designed to assist in determining whether the action proposed may have a significant effect on the
environment. Please complete the entire form, Parts A through E. Answers to these questions will be considered as part of the
application for approval and may be subject to further verification and public review. Provide any additional information you believe
will be needed to complete Parts 2 and 3.

It is expected that completion of the full EAF will be dependent on information currently available and will not involve new studies,
research or investigation. If information requiring such additional work is unavailable, so indicate and specify each instance.

Name of Action 1Nn€ Highland Park/Canalway Trail

Location of Action (include Street Address, Municipality and County)

From Erie Canalway Trail in Brighton to Genesee Riverway Trail in Rochester

Name of Applicant/Sponsor Town of Brighton

Address 2300 Elmwood Avenue

City/ PO Rochester State New York Zip Code 14618

Business Telephone 585-784-5250

Name of Owner (if different)

Address

City/ PO State Zip Code

Business Telephone

Description of Action:

The new paved multi-use trail will begin at the parking area for the Erie Canalway Trail located on Sawgrass Drive within the E
Meadows Office Park. The trail will run north along the west side of Sawgrass Drive, cross Westfall Road, traverse through thi
Developmental Center property along its southern, eastern, and northern property lines. It will then pass through a wooded ar
informal walking trail and boardwalk currently exists. The trail through this area will be formalized and paved for use by both
pedestrians and bicyclists. The boardwalk will be improved to widen it and make it ADA accessible. From this point, the trail w
continue along the southern and western property lines of the proposed expansion of the St. John’s Community to ElImwood £
The trail will continue west along the south side of EImwood Avenue to a signalized intersection at the parking lot to the Al Sig
The trail will cross EImwood Avenue at this existing signal and enter Highland Park South where is will continue north and we:
Highland Park along existing improved roadways and pathways to South Avenue.

The 10-foot-wide trail will run north along the east side of South Avenue to Highland Avenue. From this point to the terminus €
Boulevard, the trail will be on-road, i.e., utilizing existing sidewalks for pedestrians and shoulders or shared-use travel lanes fc
bicyclists.

The route of the on-road portion of the project is as follows: north on South Avenue to Robinson Drive, west on Robinson Driv
Hope Avenue, north on Mt. Hope Avenue to McLean Street, west on McLean Street to Wilson Boulevard, then crossing Wilso
Boulevard terminating at the Genesee Riverway Trail.

Page 2 of 21




Please Complete Each Question--Indicate N.A. if not applicable

A. SITE DESCRIPTION

Physical setting of overall project, both developed and undeveloped areas.

1.

8.

9.

Present Land Use: El Urban D Industrial D Commercial

E‘ Residential (suburban)

EI Rural (non-farm)

I:I Forest D Agriculture EI Other Institutional

Total acreage of project area: 6.99 acres.
APPROXIMATE ACREAGE

Meadow or Brushland (Non-agricultural)

Forested

Agricultural (Includes orchards, cropland, pasture, etc.)
Wetland (Freshwater or tidal as per Articles 24,25 of ECL)
Water Surface Area

Unvegetated (Rock, earth or fill)

Roads, buildings and other paved surfaces

Other (Indicate type) Boardwalk

PRESENTLY
3.54 acres
2.0Q acres

0.0 acres
0.07 acres
0.0acres
0.42 acres
0.90 acres

0.06 acres

What is predominant soil type(s) on project site? Urban Land (59%)

a. Soil drainage: EWeII drained __0.19% of site

E Poorly drained ___52 % of site

AFTER COMPLETION
2.89 acres

1.03 acres

_ 0.0 acres
___0.06 acres

0.0 acres

0.0 acres

2.95 acres

0.06 acres

E‘ Moderately well drained __47 % of site.

b. If any agricultural land is involved, how many acres of soil are classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the NYS Land

Classification System? 1.1 acres (see 1 NYCRR 370).

Are there bedrock outcroppings on project site? D Yes

a. What is depth to bedrock >20 (in feet)

Approximate percentage of proposed project site with slopes:

Elo-lo% 85% Ello- 15%__109% El 15% or greater 5 %

Is project substantiallf contiguous to, or contain a building, site, or district, listed on the State or National Registers of

Historic Places? Yes D No

Is project substantially contiguous to a site listed on the Register of National Natural Landmarks?

What is the depth of the water table? >5 (in feet)

Is site located over a primary, principal, or sole source aquifer?

E‘Yes D No

10. Do hunting, fishing or shell fishing opportunities presently exist in the project area? ':I Yes
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Does project site contain any species of plant or animal life that is identified as threatened or endangered? DYes E No

According to:

USFWS, NYSDEC, NYSNHP

Identify each species:

Are there any unique or unusual land forms on the project site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, other geological formations?

EIYes E No

Describe:

Is the project site presently used by the community or neighborhood as an open space or recreation area?
[=] ves o
If yes, explain:
Area is adjacent to Highland Park, Mt. Hope Cemetery, and the Erie Canal Trail. An informal wood chip surfaced walking
boardwalk currently exists within the wooded wetland area north of the Monroe Developmental Center.
Does the present site include scenic views known to be important to the community? ,:lYes ElNo
Streams within or contiguous to project area:

NA

a. Name of Stream and name of River to which it is tributary

Lakes, ponds, wetland areas within or contiguous to project area:
NYSDEC Wetland BR-10

b. Size (in acres):
0.10 in project area
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17.

18.

19.

20.

Is the site served by existing public utilities? E Yes D No

a. |If YES, does sufficient capacity exist to allow connection? E Yes D No
b. If YES, will improvements be necessary to allow connection? ':IYes ENO
Is the site located in an agricultural district certified pursuant to Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and

3047 DYes EI No

Is the site located in or substantially contiguous to a Critical Environmental Area designated pursuant to Article 8 of the ECL,
and 6 NYCRR 6172 [_| Yes tho

Has the site ever been used for the disposal of solid or hazardous wastes? El Yes DNO
Project Description

Physical dimensions and scale of project (fill in dimensions as appropriate).

a. Total contiguous acreage owned or controlled by project sponsor: 6.99 acres.
b. Project acreage to be developed: 6.99 acres initially; 6.99 acres ultimately.
c. Project acreage to remain undeveloped: 0.0 acres.

d. Length of project, in miles: 3.3 (if appropriate)

e. If the project is an expansion, indicate percent of expansion proposed. _ NA 9%

f.  Number of off-street parking spaces existing NA ; proposed NA
g. Maximum vehicular trips generated per hour: NA (upon completion of project)?

h. If residential: Number and type of housing units:

One Family Two Family Multiple Family Condominium
Initially NA
Ultimately
i. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: NA height; width; length.
j- Linear feet of frontage along a public thoroughfare project will occupy is? NA ft.
How much natural material (i.e. rock, earth, etc.) will be removed from the site? 30T tons/cubic yards.
Will disturbed areas be reclaimed EYes DNO D N/A

a. If yes, for what intended purpose is the site being reclaimed?

Recreation and multi-use trail

b. Will topsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? EYes D No
c. Will upper subsoil be stockpiled for reclamation? D Yes E No
How many acres of vegetation (trees, shrubs, ground covers) will be removed from site? 0.98 acres.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Will any mature forest (over 100 years old) or other locally-important vegetation be removed by this project?
D Yes E No

If single phase project: Anticipated period of construction: 8 months, (including demolition)

If multi-phased:

a. Total number of phases anticipated ___NA (number)

b. Anticipated date of commencement phase 1: _____month __ year, (including demolition)

c. Approximate completion date of final phase: ___~ _month ___ vyear.

d. Is phase 1 functionally dependent on subsequent phases? El Yes El No

Will blasting occur during construction? D Yes E No

Number of jobs generated: during construction 10 ; after project is complete 0

Number of jobs eliminated by this project 0 .

Will project require relocation of any projects or facilities? ,:l Yes El No

If yes, explain:

Is surface liquid waste disposal involved? El Yes El No

a. If yes, indicate type of waste (sewage, industrial, etc) and amount

b. Name of water body into which effluent will be discharged

Is subsurface liquid waste disposal involved? ,:l Yes El No Type

Will surface area of an existing water body increase or decrease by proposal? El Yes El No

If yes, explain:

Is project or any portion of project located in a 100 year flood plain? EI Yes ':INo

Will the project generate solid waste? El Yes D No During construction

a. If yes, what is the amount per month? 5 tons
b. If yes, will an existing solid waste facility be used? EI Yes ’:I No

c. If yes, give name TBD ; location TBD

d. Will any wastes not go into a sewage disposal system or into a sanitary landfill? ':IYes E No
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e. |If yes, explain:
17. Will the project involve the disposal of solid waste? DYes EINO

a. If yes, what is the anticipated rate of disposal? tons/month.

b. If yes, what is the anticipated site life? years.
18. Will project use herbicides or pesticides? ':lYes EI No
19. Will project routinely produce odors (more than one hour per day)? DYes EINO
20. Will project produce operating noise exceeding the local ambient noise levels? DYes EINO
21. Will project result in an increase in energy use? I:I Yes EI No

If yes, indicate type(s)
22. If water supply is from wells, indicate pumping capacity NA gallons/minute.
23. Total anticipated water usage per day NA gallons/day.

24. Does project involve Local, State or Federal funding? E Yes D No

If yes, explain:

FHWA funding, Town of Brighton and City of Rochester funding
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25. Approvals Required:

C.

1.

Type Submittal Date
City, Town, Village Board D Yes E‘ No
City, Town, Village Planning Board D Yes El No
City, Town Zoning Board ,:I Yes EI No
City, County Health Department D Yes El No
Other Local Agencies El Yes EI No Town of Brighton

City of Rochester

Monroe County

Other Regional Agencies ,:I Yes EI No

NYSDOT

State Agencies EI Yes ,:I No

NYSDEC

NYSOPRHP

NYS OPWDD (DDSO)

Federal Agencies El Yes D No FHWA
USACE

Zoning and Planning Information
Does proposed action involve a planning or zoning decision? EIYes El No

If Yes, indicate decision required:

D Zoning amendment D Zoning variance EI New/revision of master plan
D Site plan ’:I Special use permit E] Resource management plan
Page 8 of 21
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8.

9.

What is the zoning classification(s) of the site?

BE-1 (Office and Office Park), RLB (Residential Low Density "B"), RHD-2 (Residential High Density "D-2"), RHD-1
(Residential High Density "D-1"), R-2 (Medium Density Residential), and O-S (Open Space)

What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the present zoning?
Varies with zone. Project will be below maximum.

What is the proposed zoning of the site?

Same as current.

What is the maximum potential development of the site if developed as permitted by the proposed zoning?
NA

Is the proposed action consistent with the recommended uses in adopted local land use plans? E Yes ':I No

The project has been in the conceptual stage for many years and is acceptable for the area proposed.

What are the predominant land use(s) and zoning classifications within a %2 mile radius of proposed action?

Residential, Institutional, Office Park, Commercial, Park, Recreational Facilities

Is the proposed action compatible with adjoining/surrounding land uses with a ¥ mile? ElYes D No

If the proposed action is the subdivision of land, how many lots are proposed? NA

a. What is the minimum lot size proposed?
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10. Will proposed action require any authorization(s) for the formation of sewer or water districts? I:I Yes EI No

11. Will the proposed action create a demand for any community provided services (recreation, education, police, fire protection?

EI Yes ':I No

a. |If yes, is existing capacity sufficient to handle projected demand? EI Yes ':I No

Potential increased demand for police and maintenance staff

12. Will the proposed action result in the generation of traffic significantly above present levels? D Yes EI No

a. If yes, is the existing road network adequate to handle the additional traffic. DYes D No

D. Informational Details

Attach any additional information as may be needed to clarify your project. If there are or may be any adverse impacts
associated with your proposal, please discuss such impacts and the measures which you propose to mitigate or avoid them.

E. Verification
| certify that the information provided above is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor Name Town of Brighton Date

Signature

Title Project Manager, Fisher Associates (Design Consultant)

If the action is in the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this
assessment.
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PART 2 - PROJECT IMPACTS AND THEIR MAGNITUDE
Responsibility of Lead Agency

General Information (Read Carefully)

1 In completing the form the reviewer should be guided by the question: Have my responses and determinations been
reasonable? The reviewer is not expected to be an expert environmental analyst.

The Examples provided are to assist the reviewer by showing types of impacts and wherever possible the threshold of

magnitude that would trigger a response in column 2. The examples are generally applicable throughout the State and for

most situations. But, for any specific project or site other examples and/or lower thresholds may be appropriate for a

Potential Large Impact response, thus requiring evaluation in Part 3.

The impacts of each project, on each site, in each locality, will vary. Therefore, the examples are illustrative and have been

offered as guidance. They do not constitute an exhaustive list of impacts and thresholds to answer each question.

The number of examples per question does not indicate the importance of each question.

In identifying impacts, consider long term, short term and cumulative effects.

Instructions (Read carefully)

a. Answer each of the 20 questions in PART 2. Answer Yes if there will be any impact.
b. Maybe answers should be considered as Yes answers.
C. If answering Yes to a question then check the appropriate box(column 1 or 2)to indicate the potential size of the impact. If

impact threshold equals or exceeds any example provided, check column 2. If impact will occur but threshold is lower than
example, check column 1.

d. Identifying that an Impact will be potentially large (column 2) does not mean that it is also necessarily significant. Any
large impact must be evaluated in PART 3 to determine significance. Identifying an impact in column 2 simply asks that it
be looked at further.

e. If reviewer has doubt about size of the impact then consider the impact as potentially large and proceed to PART 3.

f. If a potentially large impact checked in column 2 can be mitigated by change(s) in the project to a small to moderate
impact, also check the Yes box in column 3. A No response indicates that such a reduction is not possible. This must be
explained in Part 3.

1 2 3
Small to Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change

Impact on Land

1. Will the Proposed Action result in a physical change to the project

site?
NO D YES E]

Examples that would apply to column 2

C Any construction on slopes of 15% or greater, (15 foot
rise per 100 foot of length), or where the general slopes
in the project area exceed 10%.

C Construction on land where the depth to the water table I:l Yes I:I No
is less than 3 feet.

C Construction of paved parking area for 1,000 or more ,:I No
vehicles.

C Construction on land where bedrock is exposed or D Yes El No

generally within 3 feet of existing ground surface.

I:I Yes ,:lNo

C Construction that will continue for more than 1 year or
involve more than one phase or stage.

O O o oo O
O O o oaga d
[

C Excavation for mining purposes that would remove
more than 1,000 tons of natural material (i.e., rock or
soil) per year.
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C Construction or expansion of a santary landfill.
C Construction in a designated floodway.

C  Otherimpacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

[]
]
[]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

]
]
]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

EIYes ,:INO
CIves o
,:IYes ,:INO

Minor disturbance for the construction of the trail and replacement of sections of sidewalk.

Will there be an effect to any unique or unusual land forms found on
the site? (i.e., cliffs, dunes, geological formations, etc.)

ENO EIYES

C Specific land forms:

DYes l:lNo

Impact on Water

Will Proposed Action affect any water body designated as protected?
(Under Articles 15, 24, 25 of the Environmental Conservation Law,
ECL)

ENO DYES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Developable area of site contains a protected water body.

C Dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material from channel of
a protected stream.

C Extension of utility distribution facilities through a protected water
body.

C Construction in a designated freshwater or tidal wetland.

C  Otherimpacts:

OO0 O OO

OO0 O OO0

DYes D No
DYes D No

DYes D No
':lYes ':I No

Will Proposed Action affect any non-protected existing or new body of
water?

[]no DYES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C A 10% increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of
water or more than a 10 acre increase or decrease.

C Construction of a body of water that exceeds 10 acres of surface
area.

C  Otherimpacts:

O O

O O

D Yes D No
DYes DNO
[ves [Ino
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1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

Will Proposed Action affect surface or groundwater quality or
quantity?

I:INO E]YES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action will require a discharge permit.

C Proposed Action requires use of a source of water that does not
have approval to serve proposed (project) action.

C Proposed Action requires water supply from wells with greater
than 45 gallons per minute pumping capacity.

C Construction or operation causing any contamination of a water
supply system.

C Proposed Action will adversely affect groundwater.

C Liquid effluent will be conveyed off the site to facilities which
presently do not exist or have inadequate capacity.

C Proposed Action would use water in excess of 20,000 gallons
per day.

C Proposed Action will likely cause siltation or other discharge into
an existing body of water to the extent that there will be an
obvious visual contrast to natural conditions.

C Proposed Action will require the storage of petroleum or
chemical products greater than 1,100 gallons.

C Proposed Action will allow residential uses in areas without
water and/or sewer services.

OO0 OooonooofOo o

C Proposed Action locates commercial and/or industrial uses
which may require new or expansion of existing waste treatment
and/or storage facilities.

C  Otherimpacts: EI

2

Potential
Large
Impact

O OO0 O0O0O000 00

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

DYes EI No
DYes D No

DYes D No
DYes I:I No

DYes D No
':lYes I:I No

EI Yes I:I No
DYes D No

':I Yes I:I No
D Yes I:I No
':I Yes I:I No

DYes EI No

Project will require a SPDES Permit for Construction and Notice of Intent (NOI)
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Will Proposed Action alter drainage flow or patterns, or surface water
runoff?

EINO DYES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action would change flood water flows

C Proposed Action may cause substantial erosion.
C Proposed Action is incompatible with existing drainage patterns.

C Proposed Action will allow development in a designated
floodway.

C  Otherimpacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

O Ooood

2
Potential
Large
Impact

O OO0 00

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

,:lYes ,:INO
DYes ,:lNo

':I Yes ':I No
,:lYes ,:lNo

IMPACT ON AIR

Will Proposed Action affect air quality?
El NO D YES
Examples that would apply to column 2

C Proposed Action will induce 1,000 or more vehicle trips in any
given hour.

C Proposed Action will result in the incineration of more than 1 ton
of refuse per hour.

C Emission rate of total contaminants will exceed 5 Ibs. per hour
or a heat source producing more than 10 million BTU'’s per
hour.

C Proposed Action will allow an increase in the amount of land
committed to industrial use.

C Proposed Action will allow an increase in the density of
industrial development within existing industrial areas.

C  Other impacts:

O 0O 0 OO0

OO o ood

DYes ,:lNo
,:I Yes ,:I No

,:IYes ,:INO

EIYes EINO
,:lYes ,:lNo
DYes ':INO

IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Will Proposed Action affect any threatened or endangered species?
EI NO EI YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

C Reduction of one or more species listed on the New York or
Federal list, using the site, over or near
the site, or found on the site.

Page 14 of 21

EIYes EINO




10.

C Removal of any portion of a critical or significant wildlife habitat.

C Application of pesticide or herbicide more than twice a year,
other than for agricultural purposes.

C  Otherimpacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

[]
[]

[]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

L[]
[]

[]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

':IYes ':INO
,:IYes ,:INO

,:lYes ,:lNo

Will Proposed Action substantially affect non-threatened or non-
endangered species?

EI NO ,:I YES
Examples that would apply to column 2

C Proposed Action would substantially interfere with any resident
or migratory fish, shellfish or wildlife species.

C Proposed Action requires the removal of more than 10 acres of
mature forest (over 100 years of age) or other locally important
vegetation.

C  Otherimpacts:

O O

O O

EIYes ':I No
[[Jyes [no

,:IYes ,:INO

IMPACT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES
Will Proposed Action affect agricultural land resources?

EI NO EI YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

C The Proposed Action would sever, cross or limit access to
agricultural land (includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard,
orchard, etc.)

C  Construction activity would excavate or compact the soil profile of
agricultural land.

C  The Proposed Action would irreversibly convert more than 10

acres of agricultural land or, if located in an Agricultural District,
more than 2.5 acres of agricultural land.
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The Proposed Action would disrupt or prevent installation of
agricultural land management systems (e.g., subsurface drain
lines, outlet ditches, strip cropping); or create a need for such
measures (e.g. cause a farm field to drain poorly due to
increased runoff).

Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

]

]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

[]

]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

DYes D No

DYes D No

IMPACT ON AESTHETIC RESOURCES

11. Will Proposed Action affect aesthetic resources? (If necessary, use
the Visual EAF Addendum in Section 617.20, Appendix B.)

12.

[-]no []ves

Examples that would apply to column 2

C

Proposed land uses, or project components obviously different
from or in sharp contrast to current surrounding land use
patterns, whether man-made or natural.

Proposed land uses, or project components visible to users of
aesthetic resources which will eliminate or significantly reduce
their enjoyment of the aesthetic qualities of that resource.

Project components that will result in the elimination or
significant screening of scenic views known to be important to
the area.

Other impacts:

O O 0O 0O

O O 0O 0O

DYes D No

I:lYes EI No

':lYes EI No

DYes D No

IMPACT ON HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Will Proposed Action impact any site or structure of historic,
prehistoric or paleontological importance?

DNO ':IYES

Examples that would apply to column 2

C

Proposed Action occurring wholly or partially within or
substantially contiguous to any facility or site listed on the State
or National Register of historic places.

Any impact to an archaeological site or fossil bed located within
the project site.

Proposed Action will occur in an area designated as sensitive
for archaeological sites on the NYS Site Inventory.

Page 16 of 21

E] Yes E No

D Yes DNO
EI Yes E No



13.

14.

C  Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

[]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

[]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

':IYes EI No

IMPACT ON OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION

Will proposed Action affect the quantity or quality of existing or future
open spaces or recreational opportunities?

E| NO DYES

Examples that would apply to column 2
C The permanent foreclosure of a future recreational opportunity.

C A major reduction of an open space important to the community.

C  Other impacts:

a0

Oogd

l:l Yes l:INo
,:I Yes ,:lNo
':I Yes EINO

IMPACT ON CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS

Will Proposed Action impact the exceptional or unique
characteristics of a critical environmental area (CEA) established
pursuant to subdivision 6NYCRR 617.14(g)?

EINO EIYES

List the environmental characteristics that caused the designation of
the CEA.

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action to locate within the CEA?

C Proposed Action will result in a reduction in the quantity of the
resource?

C  Proposed Action will result in a reduction in the quality of the
resource?

C Proposed Action will impact the use, function or enjoyment of the
resource?

C  Other impacts:

O O O Od

O O OO0

DYes ,:lNo
D Yes ,:lNo

EI Yes DNO
,:I Yes ,:lNo
EIYes ,:lNo
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IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

15. Will there be an effect to existing transportation systems?

E| NO D YES

Examples that would apply to column 2

1 2 3
Small to Potential Can Impact Be
Moderate Large Mitigated by
Impact Impact Project Change

':I Yes

':INO

C Alteration of present patterns of movement of people and/or

goods.
C Proposed Action will result in major traffic problems. D D DYes ':I No
C  Otherimpacts: EI D ':IYes D No

IMPACT ON ENERGY

16. Will Proposed Action affect the community’s sources of fuel or
energy supply?

[]no [Jves

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Proposed Action will cause a greater than 5% increase in the D D DYes D No
use of any form of energy in the municipality.

C Proposed Action will require the creation or extension of an EI El DYes EI No
energy transmission or supply system to serve more than 50
single or two family residences or to serve a major commercial
or industrial use.

C  Other impacts: EI EI ':IYes EINO

NOISE AND ODOR IMPACT

17. Will there be objectionable odors, noise, or vibration as a result of
the Proposed Action?

[-]no [ves

Examples that would apply to column 2
C Blasting within 1,500 feet of a hospital, school or other sensitive
facility.

':IYes D No

':IYes D No
EIYes EI No

':IYes D No
DYes D No

C  Odors will occur routinely (more than one hour per day).

C Proposed Action will produce operating noise exceeding the
local ambient noise levels for noise outside of structures.

C Proposed Action will remove natural barriers that would act as a
noise screen.

O O g O
O O Oogd O

C  Other impacts:
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IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH

18. Will Proposed Action affect public health and safety?

19.

EINO DYES

Proposed Action may cause a risk of explosion or release of
hazardous substances (i.e. oil, pesticides, chemicals, radiation,
etc.) in the event of accident or upset conditions, or there may be
a chronic low level discharge or emission.

Proposed Action may result in the burial of “hazardous wastes”
in any form (i.e. toxic, poisonous, highly reactive, radioactive,
irritating, infectious, etc.)

Storage facilities for one million or more gallons of liquefied
natural gas or other flammable liquids.

Proposed Action may result in the excavation or other
disturbance within 2,000 feet of a site used for the disposal of
solid or hazardous waste.

Other impacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

]

O O O O

2
Potential
Large
Impact

]

O O O O

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

EIYes DNO

DYes DNO

':IYes DNO
EIYes EINO

':IYes EINO

IMPACT ON GROWTH AND CHARACTER
OF COMMUNITY OR NEIGHBORHOOD

Will Proposed Action affect the character of the existing community?

ElNO DYES

Examples that would apply to column 2

C

The permanent population of the city, town or village in which the
project is located is likely to grow by more than 5%.

The municipal budget for capital expenditures or operating
services will increase by more than 5% per year as a result of
this project.

Proposed Action will conflict with officially adopted plans or
goals.

Proposed Action will cause a change in the density of land use.

Proposed Action will replace or eliminate existing facilities,
structures or areas of historic importance to the community.

Development will create a demand for additional community
services (e.g. schools, police and fire, etc.)
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':IYes ':INO
':lYes DNO

':IYes DNO

':IYes ':INo
DYes DNO

':IYes I:INO



C Proposed Action will set an important precedent for future

projects.

C Proposed Action will create or eliminate employment.

C  Otherimpacts:

1
Small to
Moderate

Impact

[]

]
[]

2
Potential
Large
Impact

]

]
]

3
Can Impact Be
Mitigated by
Project Change

EIYes EI No

,:lYes D No
,:lYes D No

20. Isthere, oris there likely to be, public controversy related to potential

adverse environment impacts?
[-]no DYES

If Any Action in Part 2 Is Identified as a Potential Large Impact or If you Cannot Determine the Magnitude of

Impact, Proceed to Part 3
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135 Calkins Road
Rochester, NY 14623
Phone: 585-334-1310

Fax: 585-334-1361

FI S H E RAS S D B IATE S www.fisherassoc.com

e

March 07, 2011

Ms. Diane Rusanowsky

United States Department of Commerce
NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division

Milford Field Office, 212 Rogers Avenue
Milford, Connecticut 06460

Construction of Highland Park/Canalway Trail: PIN 4754.08
Town of Brighton & City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York

Dear Ms. Rusanowsky,

Fisher Associates, P.E., L.S., P.C. (Fisher Associates) is working with the Town of Brighton and City of
Rochester on the above referenced project. As part of our site evaluation process, we would like to determine
if there are any endangered, threatened, or rare terrestrial and aquatic species in the project area. We would
appreciate a review of your files to determine if there are any records, or if there is a likelihood of occurrences
of these species along or adjacent to the project corridor.

As noted, the project is located in the Town of Brighton and City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York.
The location of the proposed trail construction project is shown on the enclosed Project Location Map, Figure
No. 1.

Thank you in advance for your consideration and assistance. In the meantime, please contact me at Fisher
Associates’ Rochester, New York office if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,
FISHER ASSOCIATES, P.E.; L.S.; P.C.

Christina Beyer &%/\
Environmental Technician

encl. Project Location Map

091001




04/08/2009 14:30 FAX 203 882 6572 NOAA/NMFS/HCD&NOS g002/009

National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division
Milford Field Office, 212 Rogers Avenue
Milford, Connecticut 06460

TO: Steven D, Wilkinson, P.E. , DATE:; 7 April 2009
Project Engineer
Fisher Associates
135 Calkins Road
Rochester, NY 14623

SUBJECT: EFH and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Species Information Request;
Construction of Highland Park/Canaiway Trail, PIN 4754.08: Town of Brighton

& City of Rochester, Monroe County, NY

Diane Rusanowéky
(Reviewing Biclogist)

We have completed our review of the subject information request and offer the following preliminary comments pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act:

Endangered and Threatened Species
—XX__ No endangered or threatened species under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries Service in the immediate project area.

Endangered or threatened species under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries Service's jurisdiction may be present in the
project area.

For details regarding what coordination may be necessary, please contact:

Ms. Mary Colligan

ARA for Protectad Resources
95 Great Republic Drive
Gloucester, MA 018930

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Species

—_XX___ The following may be present in the general project area: Diadromous and resident fish, forage and

Habitat use by some species or life stages may be seasonal (e.g. over-wintering.)

Essential Fish Habitat

Aquatic habitats in the project vicinity have been designated as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH}) for one or more species.
When details of the project are made available and permit applications have been made, conservation
recommendations may be given. For a.listing of EFH and further information, please go to our website at:
hitp:/fwww.nero.nmfs.gov/ro/dac/webintro.himl . Based on the information provided to date, it is not possible to
determine whether or not an EFH assessment will be necessary.

XX No EFH presently designated in the immediate project area.



135 Calkins Road
Rochester, NY 14623
Phone: 585-334-1310

Fax: 585-334-1361

FI S H E RAS S D B IATE S www.fisherassoc.com

March 07, 2011

Ms. Jean Petrusiak

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources
625 Broadway, 5" Floor

Albany, New York 12233-4757

Construction of Highland Park/Canalway Trail: PIN 4754.08
Town of Brighton & City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York

Dear Ms. Petrusiak,

Fisher Associates, P.E., L.S., P.C. (Fisher Associates) is working with the Town of Brighton and City of
Rochester on the above referenced project. As part of our site evaluation process, we would like to determine
if there are any endangered, threatened, or rare terrestrial and aquatic species in the project area. We would
appreciate a review of your files to determine if there are any records, or if there is a likelihood of occurrences
of these species along or adjacent to the project corridor.

As noted, the project is located in the Town of Brighton and City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York.
The location of the proposed trail construction project is shown on the enclosed Project Location Map, Figure
No. 1.

Thank you in advance for your consideration and assistance. In the meantime, please contact me at Fisher
Associates’ Rochester, New York office if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,
FISHER ASSOCIATES, P.E.,L.S., P.C.

Chral ey

Christina Beyer
Environmental Technician

encl. Project Location Map

091001




NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources

New York Natural Heritage Program ~
625 Broadway, 5" Floor, Albany, New York 12233-4757

Phone: (518) 402-8935 ¢ Fax: (518) 402-8925 v
Website: www.dec.ny.gov

Joe Martens
Commissioner

RECEIVED

March 18, 2011

Christina Beyer MAR 2 1 2011
Fisher Associates :
135 Calkins Rd FISHER ASSOCIATES

Rochester, NY 14623

Dear Ms. Beyer:

In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage
Program database with respect to an Environmental Assessment for the proposed New
Construction — Highland Park/Canalway Trail, PIN 4754.08, area as indicated on the map you
provided, located in the City of Rochester/Brighton, Monroe County.

. We have no records of rare or state-listed animals or plants, significant natural com-
munities or other significant habitats, on or in the immediate vicinity of your site.

The absence of data does not necessarily mean that rare or state-listed species, natural
communities or other significant habitats do not exist on or adjacent to the proposed site. Rather,
our files currently do not contain information which indicates their presence. For most sites,
comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted. We cannot provide a definitive statement
on the presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communities.
This information should not be substituted for on-site surveys that may be required for
environmental assessment.

Our databases are continually growing as records are added and updated. If this proposed
project is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact us again
so that we may update this response with the most current information.

This response applies only to known occurrences of rare or state-listed animals and
plants, significant natural communities and other significant habitats maintained in the Natural
Heritage Data bases. Your project may require additional review or permits; for information
regarding other permits that may be required under state law for regulated areas or activities
(e.g., regulated wetlands), please contact the appropriate NYS DEC Regional Office, Division of
Environmental Permits, as listed at www.dec.ny.gov/about/39381.html.

incerely,

a/g, a : :
Tara Salerno, Tnformation Services
Enc. New York Natural Heritage Program

et Region 8

# 245



135 Calkins Road
Rochester, NY 14623
Phone: 585-334-1310

Fax: 585-334-1361

FI S H E RAS S D E: IATE S www.fisherassoc.com

March 07, 2011

Ms. Chris Setari

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
Permits Department, Region 8

6274 East Avon-Lima Road

Avon, New York 14414-9519

Construction of Highland Park/Canalway Trail: PIN 4754.08
Town of Brighton & City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York

Dear Ms. Setari,

Fisher Associates, P.E., L.S., P.C. (Fisher Associates) is working with the Town of Brighton and City of
Rochester on the above referenced project. As part of our site evaluation process, we would like to determine
if there are any endangered, threatened, or rare terrestrial and aquatic species in the project area. We would
appreciate a review of your files to determine if there are any records, or if there is a likelihood of occurrences
of these species along or adjacent to the project corridor.

As noted, the project is located in the Town of Brighton and City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York.
The location of the proposed trail construction project is shown on the enclosed Project Location Map, Figure
No. 1

Thank you in advance for your consideration and assistance. In the meantime, please contact me at Fisher
Associates’ Rochester, New York office if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,
FISHER ASSOCIATES, P.E., L.S., P.C.

C/\N’—DW

Christina Beyer
Environmental Technician

encl. Project Location Map

091001




Highland ParkcCanalway Trail

From: "Chris Setari" <casetari@gw.dec.state.ny.us>
To: <cbeyer@fisherassoc.com>

Date: 3/11/2011 10:52 AM

Subject: Highland Park/cCanalway Trail

In the fall of 2009, DEC program staff and myself met with Roseann Schmid and others
from Fishers Assoc. to walk the section of trail located east of the DDSO facility.
we have a file started for the project - DEC ID 8-2620-00167/00001.

There are no known state or federally endangered, threatened or rare species in the
project corridor. However, there is a known population of western Chorus Frogs
which is of concern to the Town of Brighton that is located within the corridor of
Buckland creek. The section of trail that has received a construction permit from
the DEC has special conditions regarding the protection and enhancement of amphibian
habitat. The Town of Brighton should be able to share a copy of their permit with
you.

An Article 24 permit will be required for the construction of the trail on property
owned by St. John's.

Page 1



135 Calkins Road
Rochester, NY 14623
Phone: 585-334-1310

Fax: 585-334-1361

FI S H E RAS S - C: HATE S www.fisherassoc.com

March 07, 2011

Mr. David Stillwell

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
3817 Luker Road

Cortland, New York 13045

Construction of Highland Park/Canalway Trail: PIN 4754.08
Town of Brighton & City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York

Dear Mr. Stillwell,

Fisher Associates, P.E., L.S., P.C. (Fisher Associates) is working with the Town of Brighton and City of
Rochester on the above referenced project. As part of our site evaluation process, we would like to determine
if there are any endangered, threatened, or rare terrestrial and aquatic species in the project area. We would
appreciate a review of your files to determine if there are any records, or if there is a likelihood of occurrences
of these species along or adjacent to the project corridor.

As noted, the project is located in the Town of Brighton and City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York.
The location of the proposed trail construction project is shown on the enclosed Project Location Map, Figure

No. 1.

Thank you in advance for your consideration and assistance. In the meantime, please contact me at Fisher
Associates’ Rochester, New York office if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,
FISHER ASSOCIATES, P.E.,L.S., P.C.

Christina Beyer W\

Environmental Technician

encl. Project Location Map

091001




Project Number: 90269

MAR-E9-2811 18:89 US FISH & WILDLIFE P.@1.-61

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICLE
Mew Yark Ficld Otfice
3§17 Laker Road
Cortland, WY 13043
Phone: (607) 753-9334 Fax: (607) 733-9694
haps/www. fws.gownortheastfny fo

© Tor ' Christina Bever e Date: _Mar 9, 2011 s

Regarding: Highland Park / Canalway Trail, PIN 4754,08 _ i

TowniCounty: _Town of Brighton and City of Rochester / Monroe County . .

We have received your request for informalion regarding occurrences of Federally-lisied threayened and
‘endangered species within the vicinity of the above-referenced project/property. Due to incraasing workload and
‘reductlon of s1aff, we are no longer able to reply o endangered species lisl requests in a timely manner, lnan
effort to streamling project reviews, we are shifting the mijorily of species list requests to our websie al
fittprwww. fvs gov/northeasi/ny foles section . hum. Please 20 Lo our website and print the appropriale portions of
our county list of chdangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate specics. and the official list request responsc.
Srep-by-step instructions ar¢ found on our website.

As aseminder, Section of the Endangercd Species At (ESA) (87 Stal, 884, as amended; 16 U.8.C. 1531 af sey.)
prohibits unauthorized taking* of Hsted species and applies 1o Federal and non-Federal aglivities. Additionaly,

‘endamgered species and their habitats are protected: by Seetion 7(a)(2) of the LSA, which requires Federal

- agencigs, in consultation with the LS. Fish and WATdIe Service (Service). to cnsure that any agtion it authorizes,
funds, or carries oul is not Hkely 1o jeopardize the continued existence of listed specics or resulf in the destruction
or adverse modification of critical habiat. An assessntent of the potential direct, indirect, 2nd cumuiative impacts
is required for all Federal actions that may aftect listed species. For projects not authorized, funded, or camivd ot
by a Federal agenzy, consullalion with the Service pursuant 1o Section 7(a)(?) of the ESA is not required.
However, no persen is authorized to “take™ any listed specics wirthout appropriate authorizations rom the
Service. Therefore, we provide technieal assistance to individuals and agencies Lo asuist with project planming Lo
avoid the polential For "lake,™ or when appropriate, to provide assistance with thir application for an incidental
take pemiit pursent 1o Section 10(x)(1)}(B) of the EXA.

Projéet construction o imiplementation should pot dommence until atl requirements of the ESA, huve been
fultifled.  If you have any questions or require further assistance reparding threatened or endangered spetis,
please contact the Bndangered Species Program at (607} 753.9334, Piease refer to the above document control

nurmiber in.any future correspondence.
Endangered Species Biologist _Sandra Durmw_&ﬂm

*Undes e Act and repulations, (s illepal fur wry persoi subject t the junsdiction ol the United States to loke {includes harss, han,
pursyz, hunt, shoor, wound, kil rap, capure, or collect: of v attempl amy o these), impun or expor, ship in inltistate of Rfcign
commerce b the egurie of comnmerainl acvity, or =il orolier for sube in inlerstae or lordign commoegee dny epddngered fish or wildlile
spocies and mest threatened fish and witdlife spocicn, it i also ilegal 1o passesy, sell, dotrver, carry, (FAASPOIL, ap ship any such wildlifi that
bt been taken Hlegally “Harm” includes any et which astually kilis or injurcs Dsh o wldlife, and cuge Taw has clarsfied that suel a0
iy include significant habirt medification er degrndation tha signiticanly impaics cosential behaviora] patbems of Tish or wildlile,
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECT SUBMITTAL PACKAGE
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

Ml

For Locally-Administered Federal-Aid Projects

A Project Submittal Package is prepared by the Local Project Sponsor (Sponsor) or their consuitants for federal aid transportation projects to provide
sufficient information for NYSDOT assessment of Section 106 obligations.

The Sponsor sends the package to the Regional Local Project Liaison (RLPL) for RCRC review. The RCRC will make recommendations to identify
what is needed for Section 106 compliance for the project.

DATE: June6,2011 PIN: 4754.08 BIN: N/A
IDENTIFICATION
Project Name (if any): Highland Park/Canalway Trail Project

Project Area Boundaries: From the Erie Canal Heritage Trail (Canalway Traif) on Sawgrass Drive within Brighton Meadows Office Park (Town of
Brighton) to the Genesee Riverway Trail adjacent to Joseph C. Wilson Boulevard (City of Rochester). The trail route is as follows: along west side of
Sawgrass Drive, crossing Westfall Road and continuing east on the north side of Westfall Road, then turning north and traversing though the Monroe
Developmental Center property, and northwest through a wooded parcel, then west and north along the property boundaries of the St. John's
Meadows expansion parcel to EiImwood Ave. West on Elmwood Ave. then crossing Eimwood Avenue and entering Highland Park South and
continuing north and west to South Ave. Then north on South Ave, west on Robinson Drive, north on Mt Hope Ave., and west on McLean Street,
then crossing Wilson Boulevard to the Genesee Riverway Trall

County: Monroe Town/City:  Town of Brighton, City of Rochester Village/Hamlet: N/A
Have you consulted the NYSHPO web site at *hitp://nysparks.state.ny.us to determine the preliminary I Yes [] No
presence or absence of previously identified cultural resources within or adjacent to the project area? If yes:

e Was the project site wholly or partially included within an identified archaeologically sensitive area? X Yes [] No

»  Does the project site involve or is it substantially contiguous to a National Register listed property?

X Yes [] No
*hitp:/inysparks.state.ny.us then select HISTORIC PRESERVATION then Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau then On Line Tools
ALL PROJECTS SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW SHOULD INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION
N\ Project Description - Attach a full description of the nature and extent of the work to be undertaken as part of this project. This should

include, but not limited to, potential activities that might involve drainage, cutting, excavation, grading, filling, on-site detours, new sidewalks, right-of-
way acquisition. Relevant portions of the project applications or environmental statements may be submitted. This could be from sections of the

Draft Design Report/ Draft Scoping Document.

Location Maps - Provide USGS Quad or DOT Planimetric map showing project area location. The map must clearly show street and road
names surrounding the project area as well as all portions of the project.

Photos - Provide clear, original color photographs of the entire project area keyed to a site plan. These photos should indicate:

o Buildings/structures more than 50 years old that are located along the property or on adjoining property
» Areas of prior ground disturbance (removal of original topsoil; filling and plowing are not considered disturbance)

LOCAL SPONSOR CONTACT

Name__ Mike Guyon Title Town Engineer

Firm/Agency __Town of Brighton Department of Public Works

Address 2300 Elmwood Ave. City Rochester State __NY Zip _14618

Phone 585-784-5225  E-Mail mikegquyon@townofbrighton.org  Consultant Name & Phone Fisher Associates 585-334-1310




Highland Park/Canalway Project Description

1.0 Introduction

The Genesee Riverway, Highland Park, and the Erie Canalway Trail are major recreational facilities for
the Region and improved accessibility to these facilities is needed for pedestrians and bicyclists as well as
to residents of the adjacent communities.

There is currently no designated pedestrian/bicycle route between Highland Park and either the Canalway
or the Genesee Riverway Trail. A Canalway or Genesee Riverway Trail user must use the existing
roadway system in the Town of Brighton or the roadway/sidewalk system in the City of Rochester to
travel to/from Highland Park by non-motorized means. In addition, no signage exists directing
pedestrians or bicyclists along the routes they must use.

2.0. Project Objectives

The following objectives have been established for this project:
¢ Construct a multi-use trail connecting the Genesee Riverway Trail, Highland Park and the Erie
Canalway. The trail will consist of designated off-road segments comprised of a paved 10-foot-
wide trail, and on-road segments comprised of sidewalks for pedestrians and shoulders or shared-
use travel lanes for bicyclists.
e Provide signage and pavement markings to facilitate access to the identified recreational
facilities.

3.0 Proposed Alternative

The proposed alternative consists of the construction of a shared-use trail. The new trail will be off-road
or parallel to existing roadways from Sawgrass Drive within Brighton Meadows Office Park to Highland
Avenue. From Highland Avenue to Wilson Boulevard, the trail will be comprised of existing sidewalks
for pedestrians and shoulders or shared-use travel lanes for bicyclists (Refer to Figure No. 2). The off-
road trail segments will generally be 10-feet-wide except in a few areas where there are obstructions that
limit the width to 8 feet.

The new paved multi-use trail will begin at the parking area for the Erie Canalway Trail located on
Sawgrass Drive within the Brighton Meadows Office Park. The trail will run north along the west side of
Sawgrass Drive, cross Westfall Road, traverse through the Monroe Developmental Center property along
its southern, eastern, and northern property lines. It will then pass through a wooded area where an
informal walking trail and boardwalk currently exists. The trail through this area will be formalized and
paved for use by both pedestrians and bicyclists. The boardwalk will be improved to widen it and make it
ADA accessible. From this point, the trail will continue along the southern and western property lines of
the proposed expansion of the St. John’s Community to Elmwood Avenue. The trail will continue west
along the south side of Elmwood Avenue to a signalized intersection at the parking lot to the Al Sigl
Center. The trail will cross Elmwood Avenue at this existing signal and enter Highland Park South where
is will continue north and west through Highland Park along existing improved roadways and pathways to
South Avenue.

2| Page



The 10-foot-wide trail will run north along the east side of South Avenue to Highland Avenue. From this
point to the terminus at Wilson Boulevard, the trail will be on-road, i.e., utilizing existing sidewalks for
pedestrians and shoulders or shared-use travel lanes for bicyclists.

The route of the on-road portion of the project is as follows:
e north on South Avenue to Robinson Drive,
west on Robinson Drive to Mt. Hope Avenue,
north on Mt. Hope Avenue to McLean Street,
west on McLean Street to Wilson Boulevard.
Then crossing Wilson Boulevard terminating at the Genesee Riverway Trail

Where necessary, deteriorated or heaved sidewalk panels will be replaced. However, no widening of the
existing sidewalk is proposed. Signage indicating the trail route along the above roadways will be
installed so trail users can follow the signed route to the connecting trails and park.

The off-road trail segments will be cleared of vegetation and topsoil. The trail will consist of a crushed
stone subbase and asphalt top course. The majority of the off-road section will be 10 feet wide with 2-foot
wide graded grass shoulders on each side. Fixed objects within 3 feet from the edge of the path will be
cleared for safety, where possible.

The on-road section of the project will utilize the existing sidewalks for pedestrians and shoulders or
shared-use travel lanes for bicycles. The sidewalks anticipated to be the most heavily used will be on the
south side of Robinson Drive and McLean Street, on the west side of South Avenue between Robinson
Drive and Highland Avenue, and on the west side of Mt. Hope Avenue between Robinson Drive and
McLean Street. South Avenue from Highland Avenue to Robinson Drive will be re-striped to
accommodate one travel lane in each direction and shoulders on each side for bicyclists. Robinson Drive
is a low volume park road and bicyclists will continue to share this roadway with vehicles as they
currently do. No striping proposed along this low volume park road.

Mt. Hope Avenue was recently milled and overlaid. As part of this project, efforts were made to make
shoulder widths consistent along this roadway and new striping was installed. Therefore, no additional
improvements to this roadway are proposed. Bicyclists will utilize the shoulders as constructed as part of
this recent project.

McLean Street will be maintained as a one way street traveling west from Mt. Hope Avenue to Wilson
Boulevard. A bicycle contraflow lane will be striped along the south side of McLean Street to
accommodate eastbound bicyclists. Westbound bicyclists will share the westbound travel lane with
motorists. Appropriate signage will be installed informing motorists and bicyclists of the contraflow
bicycle lane. No road widening is proposed for any of the on-road sections.

Amentities including landscaping, informational kiosks, and directional signage are also elements of this
alternative.

The existing natural drainage patterns along the off-road segments will generally be retained using new
cross culverts under the trail as needed to minimize ponding and properly convey stormwater runoff. No
changes to drainage structures located along existing roadways are proposed.

3| Page
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Highland Park Trail
163: Highland & South #1

Existing Conditions - AM
Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y b | Fil Fil
Volume (vph) 9 69 1 234 187 93 24 380 35 55 505 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 125 0 125 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 095 095 095 095 095
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.983 0.950 0.988 0.996
Flt Protected 0.995 0.950 0.997 0.995
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1841 0 1770 1756 0 0 3342 0 0 3390 0
Flt Permitted 0.956 0.701 0.910 0.866
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1769 0 1304 1756 0 0 3049 0 0 2950 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 13 45 25 7
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 908 524 2138 923
Travel Time (s) 20.6 11.9 48.6 21.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 9 2 2 9
Peak Hour Factor 078 078 078 0.91 0.91 0.91 079 079 079 094 094 094
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 5%  83% 2% 0% 9% 5% 7%
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 88 14 257 205 102 30 481 44 59 537 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 114 0 257 307 0 0 555 0 0 612 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template
Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Detector 1 Type CH+Ex CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx CHEx CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1
Detector Phase 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
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Highland Park Trail
163: Highland & South #1

Existing Conditions - AM

Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Minimum Split (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 210 270 210 270
Total Split (s) 230 230 00 230 230 00 370 370 00 370 370 0.0
Total Split (%) 383% 383% 00% 383% 383% 00% 617% 61.7% 00% 61.7% 61.7% 0.0%
Maximum Green (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 320 320 320 320
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 150 15.0 150 15.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 18.1 18.1 18.1 35.9 35.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 030  0.30 0.60 0.60
v/c Ratio 0.21 065 0.5 0.30 0.35
Control Delay 14.1 265 184 6.6 7.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 14.1 265 184 6.6 7.2
LOS B C B A A
Approach Delay 14.1 221 6.6 7.2
Approach LOS B C A A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 25 76 73 46 55
Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 144 138 60 84
Internal Link Dist (ft) 828 444 2058 843
Turn Bay Length (ft) 125
Base Capacity (vph) 598 435 615 1837 1770
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 059 050 0.30 0.35
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 56 (93%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.3%

Analysis Period (min) 15

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service C
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Highland Park Trail

163: Highland & South

Existing Conditions - PM
Timing Plan: Exisitng

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y b | Fil Fil
Volume (vph) 17 152 9 106 64 61 16 494 161 93 493 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 125 0 125 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 095 095 095 095 095
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 099 0.99 1.00
Frt 0.993 0.927 0.964 0.997
Flt Protected 0.995 0.950 0.999 0.992
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1876 0 1805 1734 0 0 3429 0 0 3511 0
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.582 0.937 0.752
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1812 0 1105 1734 0 0 3216 0 0 2661 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 5 70 86 5
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 908 524 2138 923
Travel Time (s) 20.6 11.9 48.6 21.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2 2 1 1 5 5 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 08 08 08 089 089 089 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 169 10 122 74 70 18 555 181 98 519 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 198 0 122 144 0 0 754 0 0 631 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template
Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Detector 1 Type CH+Ex CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx CHEx CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1
Detector Phase 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
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Highland Park Trail

163: Highland & South

Existing Conditions - PM
Timing Plan: Exisitng

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Minimum Split (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 210 270 210 270
Total Split (s) 300 300 00 300 300 00 300 300 00 300 300 0.0
Total Split (%) 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 500% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Maximum Green (s) 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 150 15.0 150 15.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 13.2 132 132 36.8 36.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 022 022 0.61 0.61
v/c Ratio 0.49 050  0.33 0.38 0.39
Control Delay 23.1 265 120 6.5 7.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 23.1 265 120 6.5 7.6
LOS C C B A A
Approach Delay 23.1 18.7 6.5 7.6
Approach LOS C B A A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 62 39 22 51 50
Queue Length 95th (ft) 98 69 51 108 107
Internal Link Dist (ft) 828 444 2058 843
Turn Bay Length (ft) 125
Base Capacity (vph) 758 460 763 2005 1633
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.26 027 0.19 0.38 0.39
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 12 (20%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.50

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.5%

Analysis Period (min) 15

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service C
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Highland Park Trail
163: Highland & South #1

Option A- (NB L-T & R) - AM
Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y b | < [l Fil
Volume (vph) 9 69 1 234 187 93 24 380 35 55 505 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 125 0 125 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 095 095
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 098 1.00
Frt 0.983 0.950 0.850 0.996
Flt Protected 0.995 0.950 0.997 0.995
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1841 0 1770 1756 0 0 1774 1615 0 3390 0
Flt Permitted 0.956 0.701 0.952 0.875
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1769 0 1304 1756 0 0 1694 1578 0 2981 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 13 45 44 7
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 908 524 2138 923
Travel Time (s) 20.6 11.9 48.6 21.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 9 2 2 9
Peak Hour Factor 078 078 078 0.91 0.91 0.91 079 079 079 094 094 094
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 5%  83% 2% 0% 9% 5% 7%
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 88 14 257 205 102 30 481 44 59 537 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 114 0 257 307 0 0 511 44 0 612 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template
Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Detector 1 Type CH+Ex CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx C+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex CI+Ex CI+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm  Perm
Protected Phases 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1 1
Detector Phase 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
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Highland Park Trail Option A- (NB L-T & R) - AM

163: Highland & South #1 Timing Plan: Existing
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Minimum Split (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 210 270 270 270 270

Total Split (s) 230 230 00 230 230 00 370 370 370 370 370 0.0

Total Split (%) 383% 383% 00% 383% 383% 00% 617% 61.7% 61.7% 61.7% 61.7% 0.0%

Maximum Green (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 320 320 320 320 320

Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Recall Mode None  None None  None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max

Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 150 150 150 150 15.0

Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 18.1 18.1 18.1 359 349 35.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 030  0.30 060 0.8 0.60

v/c Ratio 0.21 065 0.5 050  0.05 0.34

Control Delay 14.1 265 184 9.7 25 7.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 14.1 265 184 9.7 25 7.1

LOS B C B A A A

Approach Delay 14.1 221 9.2 71

Approach LOS B C A A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 25 76 73 102 0 55

Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 144 138 140 9 83

Internal Link Dist (ft) 828 444 2058 843

Turn Bay Length (ft) 125

Base Capacity (vph) 598 435 615 1015 937 1788

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 059 050 050  0.05 0.34

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.7 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Highland Park Trial

Option B (NB/SB T-R & L)
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Highland Park Trail

163: Highland & South

Option A (NB L-T & R) - PM
Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y b | < [l Fil
Volume (vph) 17 152 9 106 64 61 16 494 161 93 493 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 125 0 125 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 095 095 095
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 099 1.00 097 1.00
Frt 0.993 0.927 0.850 0.997
Flt Protected 0.995 0.950 0.998 0.992
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1876 0 1805 1734 0 0 1878 1615 0 3511 0
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.582 0.976 0.792
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1812 0 1105 1734 0 0 1837 1572 0 2802 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 5 70 181 5
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 908 524 2138 923
Travel Time (s) 20.6 11.9 48.6 21.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2 2 1 1 5 5 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 08 08 08 089 089 089 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 169 10 122 74 70 18 555 181 98 519 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 198 0 122 144 0 0 573 181 0 631 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template
Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Detector 1 Type CH+Ex CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx C+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex CI+Ex CI+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm  Perm
Protected Phases 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1 1
Detector Phase 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
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Highland Park Trail Option A(NB L-T & R) - PM

163: Highland & South

Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Minimum Split (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 210 270 270 270 270

Total Split (s) 300 300 00 300 300 00 300 300 300 300 300 0.0
Total Split (%) 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Maximum Green (s) 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250

Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?

Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Recall Mode None  None None  None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max

Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Flash Dont Walk (s) 150 150 150 150 15.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0

Act Effct Green (s) 13.2 132 132 368 368 36.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 022 022 0.61 0.61 0.61

v/c Ratio 0.49 050  0.33 0.51 0.18 0.37

Control Delay 23.1 265 120 9.7 1.9 74

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 23.1 265 120 9.7 1.9 74

LOS C C B A A A
Approach Delay 23.1 18.7 7.8 74
Approach LOS C B A A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 62 39 22 96 0 48

Queue Length 95th (ft) 98 69 51 222 24 105

Internal Link Dist (ft) 828 444 2058 843

Turn Bay Length (ft) 125

Base Capacity (vph) 758 460 763 1126 1034 1719
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.26 027 0.19 0.51 0.18 0.37

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 12 (20%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.51

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.9 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Highland Park Trail
163: Highland & South #1

Option B - (NB/SB T-R & L) - AM
Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y b | b | b |
Volume (vph) 9 69 1 234 187 93 24 380 35 55 505 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 125 0 125 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.983 0.950 0.987 0.996
Flt Protected 0.995 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1839 0 1770 1756 0 986 1838 0 165 1800 0
Flt Permitted 0.956 0.701 0.360 0.380
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1767 0 1303 1756 0 372 1838 0 662 1800 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 13 45 13 4
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 908 524 2138 923
Travel Time (s) 20.6 11.9 48.6 21.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 9 2 2 9
Peak Hour Factor 078 078 078 0.91 0.91 0.91 079 079 079 094 094 094
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 5%  83% 2% 0% 9% 5% 7%
Adj. Flow (vph) 12 88 14 257 205 102 30 481 44 59 537 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 114 0 257 307 0 30 525 0 59 553 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 12 12
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template
Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Detector 1 Type CH+Ex CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx CHEx CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1
Detector Phase 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
2-2-11 Synchro 7 - Report
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Highland Park Trail
163: Highland & South #1

Option B - (NB/SB T-R & L) - AM

Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Minimum Split (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 210 270 210 270
Total Split (s) 230 230 00 230 230 00 370 370 00 370 370 0.0
Total Split (%) 383% 383% 00% 383% 383% 00% 617% 61.7% 00% 61.7% 61.7% 0.0%
Maximum Green (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 320 320 320 320
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0 2.0 2.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 150 15.0 150 15.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 36.0  36.0 36.0  36.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.30 030  0.30 060  0.60 060  0.60
v/c Ratio 0.21 066 0.5 013 047 0.15  0.51
Control Delay 14.1 266 184 8.0 8.9 7.3 9.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 14.1 266 184 8.0 8.9 7.3 9.6
LOS B C B A A A A
Approach Delay 14.1 221 8.9 94
Approach LOS B C A A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 25 76 73 5 99 9 110
Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 144 138 14 134 25 185
Internal Link Dist (ft) 828 444 2058 843
Turn Bay Length (ft) 125
Base Capacity (vph) 598 434 615 223 1107 397 1081
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.19 059 050 013 047 0.15  0.51
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 45

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66

Intersection Signal Delay: 13.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.0%

Analysis Period (min) 15

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service B
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Highland Park Trall Option B - (NB/SB T-R & L) - AM
163: Highland & South #1 Timing Plan: Existing
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Highland Park Trail

163: Highland & South

Option B - (NB/SB T-R and L) - PM
Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i Y b | b | b |
Volume (vph) 17 152 9 106 64 61 16 494 161 93 493 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 125 0 125 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Lanes 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 099 1.00 099 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.993 0.927 0.963 0.996
Flt Protected 0.995 0.950 0.950 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1875 0 1805 1734 0 1805 1804 0 1805 1855 0
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.582 0.406 0.270
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1811 0 1104 1734 0 771 1804 0 512 1855 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 5 70 34 3
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 908 524 2138 923
Travel Time (s) 20.6 11.9 48.6 21.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2 2 1 1 5 5 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 09 09 08 08 08 089 089 089 095 095 095
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 169 10 122 74 70 18 555 181 98 519 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 198 0 122 144 0 18 736 0 98 533 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 12 12
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template
Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Detector 1 Type CH+Ex CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx CHEx CIHEx CH+Ex CIHEx
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1
Detector Phase 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
2-2-11 Synchro 7 - Report
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Highland Park Trail

163: Highland & South

Option B - (NB/SB T-R and L) - PM
Timing Plan: Existing

A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Minimum Split (s) 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 210 270 210 270
Total Split (s) 300 300 00 300 300 00 300 300 00 300 300 0.0
Total Split (%) 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 500% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Maximum Green (s) 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Recall Mode None  None None  None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max
Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Flash Dont Walk (s) 150 15.0 150 15.0
Pedestrian Calls (#/hr) 0 0 0 0
Act Effct Green (s) 13.2 132 132 368 368 368  36.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 022 022 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61
v/c Ratio 0.49 050  0.33 0.04 0.6 0.31 0.47
Control Delay 23.0 265 119 6.8 126 10.9 9.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 23.0 265 119 6.8 126 10.9 9.1
LOS C C B A B B A
Approach Delay 23.0 18.6 12.5 94
Approach LOS C B B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 62 39 22 2 134 14 86
Queue Length 95th (ft) 98 69 51 11 #349 b5 202
Internal Link Dist (ft) 828 444 2058 843
Turn Bay Length (ft) 125
Base Capacity (vph) 758 460 763 472 1118 314 1137
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.26 027 0.19 0.04 0.6 0.31 0.47
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 12 (20%), Referenced to phase 1:NBSB, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 50

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66

Intersection Signal Delay: 13.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.5%

Analysis Period (min) 15

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Intersection LOS: B
ICU Level of Service D
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Highland Park Trial

B. Gap Calculations
Mt Hope Ave Crossing

Weekday Evening Peak Hour Gap Calculation
Weekend Midday Peak Hour Gap Calculation

Weekday Evening Gap Study
Weekend Midday Gap Study
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B.  Gap Calculations - Mt Hope Ave Crossing

Weekday Evening Peak Hour Gap Calculation
Weekend Midday Peak Hour Gap Calculation

Weekday Evening Gap Study
Weekend Midday Gap Study
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B.  Gap Calculations 
Mt Hope Ave Crossing

Weekday Evening Peak Hour Gap Calculation
Weekend Midday Peak Hour Gap Calculation

Weekday Evening Gap Study
Weekend Midday Gap Study



Mt Hope Avenue Crossing
Weekday Evening Gap Calculations

G=(WIS)+ R W (feet): 32
S (ft/sec): 3.5
R (sec): 3
| Acceptable Gap G(sec)= 12.1 |

16 gaps / 2 hours

Total available gaps (0.13 gaps / min)

W: Length of crossing
S: pedestrian crossing speed*
R: reaction time*

* Note - MCDOT recommended average pedestrian walking speed is 3.5 ft/s.
According to the ITE Traffic Engineering Handbook, 5th Edition, the average
pedestrian reaction time (R) is 3 seconds.



Mt Hope Avenue Crossing
Weekend Midday Gap Calculations

G=(WIS)+ R W (feet): 32
S (ft/sec): 3.5
R (sec): 3
| Acceptable Gap G(sec)= 12.1 |

: 79 gaps/ 2 hours
Total available gaps ( 0.66 gaps / min)

W: Length of crossing

S: pedestrian crossing speed*
R: reaction time*

* Note - MCDOT pedestrian walking speed is 3.5 ft/s. According to the ITE Traffic

Engineering Handbook, 5th Edition, the average pedestrian reaction time (R) is 3
seconds.
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Highland Park Trial

C. Accident Rate Calculation
Mt Hope Ave & Robinson Dr
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C.  Accident Rate Calculation
Mt Hope Ave & Robinson Dr



ACCIDENT RATE CALCULATION

EQUATIONS

Intersection Volume = (AADT Mainline + AADT Side Street) X 365

Intersection Accidents Per Year = Intersection Accidents / 3 years
(3 years is number of years of accident data)

Intersection Accident Rate = Intersection Accidents Per Year / Intersection Volume

INTERSECTION RATE

Mt Hope Avenue & Robinson Drive

AADT Mt Hope Avenue 19,769 Vehicles
AADT Robinson Dr 561 Vehicles
Intersection AADT: 20,330 Vehicles
Intersection Volume: 7.42 MEV
Intersection Accidents: 5 Accidents
Intersection Accidents Per Year: 1.67 Acc/Yr
Intersection Accident Rate: 0.22 Acc/MEV

City Average Rate: 0.08 Acc/MEV



Highland Park Trial

D. Stopping Sight Distance

Field Measurements of Mt Hope Ave at Robinson Dr & McLean St

AASHTO Exhibit 3-1
AASHTO Exhibit 3-2
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D.  Stopping Sight Distance

 Field Measurements of Mt Hope Ave at Robinson Dr & McLean St 

AASHTO Exhibit 3-1
AASHTO Exhibit 3-2
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AASHTO—Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
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Elements of Design

Metric US Customary
Design Stopping sight distance (m) Design Stopping sight distance {ft)
speed Downgrades Upgrades speed Downgrades Upgrades

(kmh) 3% 6% 9% 3% 6% 9%Q(MPh) 3% 6% 9% 3% 6% 9%
20 20 20 20 19 18 18 [ 15 80 82 85 75 74 173
30 *32 35,3 31 30 29§ 20 116 120 126 109 107 104
40 50 50 53 45 44 43 | 25 158 165 173 147 143 140
50 66 70 74 61 59 58 | 30 205 215 227 200 184 179
60 87 92 97 80 77 75 | 35 257 271 287 237 229 222
70 110 116 124 100 97 93 | 40 315 333 354 289 278 269
80 136 144 154 123 118 114 | 45 378 400 427 344 331 320
90 164 174 187 148 141 136 | 50 446 474 507 405 388 375
100 194 207 223 174 167 160 | 55 520 553 593 469 450 433
110 227 243 262 203 194 186 | 60 598 638 686 538 515 495
120 263 281 304 234 223 214 | 65 682 728 785 612 584 561
130 302 323 350 267 254 243 | 70 771 825 891 690 658 631
75 866 927 1003 772 736 704
80 965 1035 1121 859 817 782

Exhibit 3-2. Stopping Sight Distance on Grades

Decision Sight Distance

Stopping sight distances are usually sufficient to allow reasonably competent and alert
drivers to come to a hurried stop under ordinary circumstances. However, these distances are
often inadequate when drivers must make complex or instantaneous decisions, when information
is difficult to perceive, or when unexpected or unusual maneuvers are required. Limiting sight
distances to those needed for stopping may preclude drivers from performing evasive maneuvers,
which often involve less risk and are otherwise preferable to stopping. Even with an appropriate
complement of standard traffic control devices in accordance with the MUTCD (6), stopping
sight distances may not provide sufficient visibility distances for drivers to corroborate advance
warning and to perform the appropriate maneuvers. It is evident that there are many locations
where it would be prudent to provide longer sight distances. In these circumstances, decision
sight distance provides the greater visibility distance that drivers need.

Decision sight distance is the distance needed for a driver to detect an unexpected or
otherwise difficult-to-perceive information source or condition in a roadway environment that
may be visually cluttered, recognize the condition or its potential threat, select an appropriate
speed and path, and initiate and complete the maneuver safely and efficiently (7). Because
decision sight distance offers drivers additional margin for error and affords them sufficient
length to maneuver their vehicles at the same or reduced speed, rather than to just stop, its values
are substantially greater than stopping sight distance.

Drivers need decision sight distances whenever there is a likelihood for error in either
information reception, decision making, or control actions (8). Examples of critical locations
where these kinds of errors are likely to occur, and where it is desirable to provide decision sight
distance include interchange and intersection locations where unusual or unexpected maneuvers
are required, changes in cross section such as toll plazas and lane drops, and areas of concentrated
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NON-STANDARD FEATURE JUSTIFICATION

(in accordance with HDM §2.8)

PIN: 4754.08 NHS (Y/N): No
Route No. & Name: Highland Park/Canalway | Functional Class: Shared-Use Path
Trail
Project Type: Path Construction Design Classification: NA
% Trucks: N/A (AASHTO Class)
ADT: N/A Terrain: Level
Truck Access Rte: No
1.- Description of Non-Standard Feature
Type of Feature (e.g., Horizontal Curve Radius
horizontal curve radius):
Location: Multiple Locations
Standard Value: 100 feet Design Speed: 20 mph
Existing Value: N/A Safe Operating Speed: N/A
Proposed Value: Varies (20 to 60 Safe Operating Speed: N/A
feet)
2.-  Accident Analysis
Current Accident Rate: N/A
Statewide Rate: N/A
Is the non-standard feature a | N/A
contributing factor?
Potential for Future Accidents | N/A
and Accident Severity:
3. - Cost Estimates
Cost to Fully Meet Standards: | $ Unknown
Cost(s) For Incremental N/A
Improvements:
4. - Mitigation (e.g., increased superelevation and speed change lane length for a non-

standard ramp radius):

Warning signs to inform bicyclists of sharp turn ahead.

5. - Compatibility with Adjacent Segments & Future Plans:

N/A

6. - Other Factors (e.g., Social, Economic & Environmental):

Available easements and terrain dictate the need for reduced radii curves in some locations. 100’
or larger radii curves have been provided wherever feasible.

=
1

Proposed Treatment (i.e., Recommendation):

Provide reduced horizontal radii as needed.




NON-STANDARD FEATURE JUSTIFICATION
(in accordance with HDM §2.8)

PIN: 4754.08 NHS (Y/N): No
Route No. & Name: Highland Park/Canalway | Functional Class: Shared-Use Path
Trail
Project Type: Path Construction Design Classification: NA
% Trucks: N/A (AASHTO Class)
ADT: N/A Terrain: Level
Truck Access Rte: No
8. - Description of Non-Standard Feature
Type of Feature (e.g., . )
Location: Multiple Locations
Standard Value: N/A Design Speed: N/A
Existing Value: N/A Safe Operating Speed: N/A
Proposed Value: N/A Safe Operating Speed: N/A
9. - Accident Analysis
Current Accident Rate: N/A
Statewide Rate: N/A
Is the non-standard feature a | N/A
contributing factor?
Potential for Future Accidents | N/A
and Accident Severity:
10. - Cost Estimates
Cost to Fully Meet Standards: | $ Unknown
Cost(s) For Incremental N/A
Improvements:
11. - Mitigation (e.g., increased superelevation and speed change lane length for a non-

standard ramp radius):

None planned

12.

- Compatibility with Adjacent Segments & Future Plans:

Not all sidewalks ramps surrounding the project area meet ADA standards. Future projects will be able to
address those ramps as well as the ones not brought up to standard on this project.

13.

- Other Factors (e.g., Social, Economic & Environmental):

ADA requirements dictate that if any sidewalk ramp at an intersection is improved to be ADA compliant then
all remaining ramps must be brought up to the standard. Sufficient funding may not be available to improve
ramps that are not directly impacted by the trail, therefore at those intersections no improvements will occur.

14.

- Proposed Treatment (i.e., Recommendation):

Sidewalk ramps will be brought up to ADA standards wherever feasible. The remaining ramps will retain their
existing configuration.
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135 Caikins Road
Raochester, NY 14823
Fhone: 585-334-1310

Fax: 585-334-1381

Fg g H E EAE 5 - E EATE 5 wavw fisherassoc.com

‘September 23, 2009

Christine Setari

Division of Environmental Permits

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation — Region 8
6274 E. Avon-Lima Road

Avon, New York 14414

Highland Park/Canalway Connector Trail Project - Wetland Delineation Report

Dear Christine:

Enclosed is the Wetland Delineation Report prepared for the Highland Park/Canalway Connector Trail, a .pdf of
which was sent earlier today. As we have discussed, the proposed alignment of the trail passes through the
wooded area to the south/southeast of St. John’s proposed Brickstone development on Elmwood Avenue in the
Town of Brighton. The trail then continues south along the eastern boundary of the property on which the Monroe
Developmental Center is located, and north along the south and west property boundaries of the proposed
Brickstone development.

The existing boardwalk within this wooded area would be improved and utilized as park of the proposed Highland
Park/Canalway Connector Trail. Minor realignment of the existing trail and the northern end of the boardwalk
would be needed to minimize impacts to the wetlands. The maps included in the enclosed report show the location
of the existing trail and boardwalk as well as the proposed realignment.

After reviewing the report, please let me know when you are available for an onsite meeting. In the meantime, if
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (585)334-1310 ext. 295 or e-mail me at
rschmid@fisherassoc.com.

Sincerely,

FISHER ASSOCIATES, P.E., L.S., P.C.

(lscail 5Sibrr sl

Roseann B. Schmid, P.E.
Project Manager

cc: Tom.Low, Town of Brighton

Project #091001




New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources
Bureau of Habitat '
6274 E. Avon-Lima Road, Avon, New York 14414-9516
Phone: (585) 226-2466 « Fax: (585) 226-6323

~ Website: www.dec.ny.gov

Alexander B. Grannis

Commissioner

Freshwater_ Wetlands Determination

NAME WETLAND ID# DATE INVESTIGATION CONDUCTED
Robert Meyers _ BR-10 : -10/1/09
ORGANIZATION WETLAND LOCATION v
Fisher Associates romy: Brighton County: Monroe
STREET ADDRESS ’ ' ' ’
135 Calkins Rd
CITY - VILLAGE - TOWN ‘ . STATE ZIP CODE
Rochester NY ‘ 14623

RE:

Highland Park/Cahalway Trail Wetland Delineation Report (Fisher Associates, September 2009)

This letter is in response to your inquiry regarding the applicability of Article24 (Freshwater Wetland Act) regulations
to the parcel of land in question. An investigation was conducted and, based on this determination, the Departmentof
Environmental Conservation finds that the statements checked below apply to the subject property:

X A regulated Freshwater Wetland is located on or within 100 feet of this property, and regulated activities in the
wetland or within the 100-foot adjacentarea are subject to perm1t requirements.

[0 There is no currentlymapped regulated Freshwater Wetland on or within 100 feet of this property. No wetland
permit is required at this time.

X The project, as described, is within 100 feet of a regulated wetland, and a wetland permit will be required prlor to
the commencement of the proposed project.

[0 The property contains a regulated wetland and/or is within 100 feet of a wetland boundary, but the described
project is located outside the regulated area and will not require a wetland permit.

O Please contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Buffalo office) aff16-879-4330 regarding any federally
protected wetlands in the vicinity.

X The boundary of the regulated wetland located on this property has been precisely delineated as follows:

By Fisher Associates. The Department concurs with the wetland boundaries delineated by Fisher
Associates. The 5 wetland areas (identified in the report A-F) are all a part of Freshwater
Wetland BR-10. The proposed new trail and boardwalk corridor takes advantage of existing
upland and non-wetland, historically filled areas (>50 years BP) to minimize direct wetland
impacts. ’

The pen;j apiplication sh/ﬂd include an aerial photo showmg the delineated wetlands

SIGNED:

Scott Jones  7ire: Biologist I (Ecology)

Department wetland field delineationsremain in effect for a period of five years, after which they are subject to revision
at the Department’s disgfetion, due to changing site conditions. Measurements of the 100-foot adjacent area are done
horizontally upland frém the wetland boundary, not along the ground surface. The identification of the adjacent area
“boundary, if done, is the responsibility of the landowner or project sponsor.

rev. 1/09 Wetland Determination (1-09).doc]
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