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CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1. Introduction

This report was prepared in accordance with the NYSDOT Project Development Manual, 17 NYCRR
(New York Codes, Rules and Regulations) Part 15, and 23 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) 771.
Project needs have been identified (section 1.2.2), objectives established (1.2.3) to address the needs,
and cost-effective alternatives developed (1.3). This project is federally funded.

1.2. Purpose and Need

1.2.1. Where is the Project Located?

The project is located along the south eastern
portion of the Inner Loop expressway within the
City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York.
The project limits include the following:

Inner Loop — South Clinton Avenue to East
Main Street

Pitkin Street — Chestnut Avenue to East Main
Street

Union Street — Monroe Avenue to East Main
Street

See Figures 1.2.1.A, 1.2.1.B and 1.2.1.C for
specific project location maps.

State Location Map
(See Figure 1.2.1.A)
Monroe County Map
(See Figure 1.2.1.B)
Project Location Map

(See Figure 1.2.1.C)

KC
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*"{ROCHESTER]

U g )
PROJECT LOCATION MAP
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1.2.2. Why is the Project Needed?

Over the last 19 years, the City of Rochester has
completed various initiatives focused on
rejuvenating the Center City and the surrounding
neighborhoods, thus providing for future economic
opportunities in order to be able to compete in the
global marketplace.

With the existing Inner Loop facility reaching 50
years of service, it is now time to evaluate major
rehabilitation/reconstruction options for the future,
while considering the facility’'s context within this
important urban setting. To accomplish this, the
City has reviewed options to redevelop the
corridor, rebuild the neighborhood connections,
encourage economic redevelopment in the —

vacated lands by the expressway, and encourage  Aging features include; bridge railings, light poles,

a more sustainable/ multi-modal transportation signals, sign structures, guiderail, bridges, and
system. retaining walls.

1.2.3. What are the Objectives/Purposes of the Project?

With the need to address deficiencies and inadequacies associated with this aging 50-year old
transportation infrastructure corridor, the project objectives focus on the City’s new vision for the
southeast segment of the Inner Loop and specifically, the Center City redevelopment efforts, the
current/future traffic demand, and community needs. The Inner Loop East Transformation Project is
about capturing the opportunity to reconnect neighborhoods, spur economic development and
provide an appropriate-scaled complete city street; by eliminating an underutilized grade separated
access controlled expressway facility.

Based on the needs identified above, the following project goals and objectives have been
established:

(1) Support or Enhance Community Quality of Life

Enhance local connectivity between Center City and adjacent neighborhoods.
Reconnect the street grid system by breaking superblocks.

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

d. Encourage sustainable land use patterns that are consistent with historic districts and
community needs.

(2) Enhance Economic Opportunities

a. Maintain or improve economic opportunities by addressing multi modal access.
b. Create opportunity for new and infill development consistent with community plans.

c. Support local community land use plans.

1-5
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(3) Enhance the Center City's Transportation Network
a. Improve connectivity between Center City and adjacent neighborhoods by
reconnecting the street grid system.
b. Promote alternative modes of transportation (Complete Street).

c. Improve geometric design through the application of appropriate design standards to
minimize or eliminate non-standard elements and/or geometries.

d. Maintain peak period mobility.

e. Eliminate structural deficiencies using treatment strategies that provide the lowest life
cycle maintenance cost or minimize future major investment in reconstruction.

(4) Preserve or Enhance Environmental Health

a. Minimize or maintain air quality and noise impacts on adjacent neighborhoods.
b. Minimize impacts on designated community landmarks and historic resources.
Minimize storm water impacts.

d. Support local, regional and state environmental initiatives.

1.3. What Alternative(s) Are Being Considered?

The feasible options at this time are to either reconstruct/rehabilitate or remove the expressway. The
reconstruction alternative will be considered the traditional “no-build” scenario and will primarily include
maintenance and rehabilitation of the existing highway, as needed.

No-Build (Null) Alternative: Maintain/Rehabilitate Existing Expressway - Under this alternative, the
basic infrastructure would be retained and maintenance and rehabilitation efforts would be performed by
primarily the State, along with City forces, to extend the service life of the existing infrastructure per the
maintenance responsibilities of each agency.

Alternative 1: Removal of the Inner Loop — This alternative would remove the expressway infrastructure
from Clinton Avenue to Richmond Street and fill-in the area to match the existing elevations of the
adjoining frontage roads. The frontage road of Pitkin Street would be removed except a portion between
East Avenue and Charlotte Street that would be reconstructed as a one-way local street to maintain
access to the adjoining parcels. The frontage road of Union Street would be reconstructed as a two-way
urban arterial street. The project would eliminate the bridges at Monroe Avenue, Broad Street, and East
Avenue as well as the extensive retaining walls along both sides of the Inner Loop.

For a more in-depth discussion of the design criteria and nonstandard features see Section 3.2.1.
Description of the Feasible Alternatives.

1-6
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1.4 How will the Alternative(s) Affect the Environment?

Exhibit 1.4-A
Environmental Summary
Class Il
NEPA Classification (Categ_o rlcal_ BY Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Exclusion with
Documentation)
SEQR Type Type | BY City of Rochester
Exhibit 1.4-B
Comparison of Alternatives
Alternatives
Category
Null 1
Wetland impacts None None
_100 year floodplain None None
impact
Archeological Sites . (D
Impacted None 1 Site
Architectural Sites
None None
Impacted
Noise Impacts None(z) None(z)
. 3
Air Impacts None None
7 parcels requiring
Property impacts None Temporary Easements or
Permanent Easements

Notes:

1. The project has an “Adverse Effect” on the Amos Burrows Site. See Section 4.4.11 for further

information.

2. A noise Analysis was conducted for the project. Existing noise levels approach or exceed
thresholds. Noise Levels for Alternative 1 were within 1 DBA of the null alternative. See Section
4.4.17 for further information.

3. An air Analysis was conducted for the project. Although some pollutants increase they do not
exceed regulated thresholds. See Section 4.4.15 for further information.

Refer to Chapter 4 for further information.

Anticipated Permits/Certifications/Coordination:

Permits

NYSDEC

e None required

NYSDOT

e Highway Work Permit (Perm 33)

NYSDOH

e Application for Public Water Supply Improvement (DOH 348)
e Application for Sanitary Facilities (SAN 65) and (SAN 72)

1-8
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Coordination

Coordination with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Coordination with New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)
Coordination with New York State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
Coordination with Monroe County Department of Transportation (MCDOT)
Coordination with Monroe County Division of Pure Waters

Coordination with Genesee Transportation Council (GTC)

Coordination with Rochester Genesee Regional Transit Authority (RGRTA)
Coordination with Rochester City School District (RCSD)

Coordination with Rochester City Police Department (RPD)

Coordination with Rochester City Fire Department (RFD)

Coordination with Public and Private Utilities

Coordination with Rochester Regional Community Design Center (RRCDC)
Coordination with Rochester Cycling Alliance (RCA)

Coordination with Rochester Downtown Development Corporation (RDDC)
Coordination with Business and Neighborhood Groups

Others
e Local Permits (as Required)

1.5. What Are The Costs & Schedules?

The Inner Loop Transformation Project will be funded through the Transportation Investment Generating
Economic Recovery (TIGER) program with a 75% federal share and a 25% local share.

Design Approval is anticipated in March 2014 with construction beginning in October of 2014.

Exhibit 1.5A
Project Schedule
Activity Date Occurred/Tentative
Design Approval March 2014
ROW Acquisition May 2014
Construction Start October 2014
Construction Complete November 2017
Exhibit 1.5B
Comparison of Alternatives Project Costs (Millions)
i Alternative
Project Costs -
Null Alternative 1
Construction $0 $22.085
ROW Costs $0 $0.015
Total Construction Costs $0 $22.100

1.6. Which Alternative is Preferred?

The feasible and prudent alternative that best meets the project objectives is Alternative 1. See Section
3.2.1 for a description of this alternative.

1-9
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1.7. What are the Opportunities for Public Involvement?

Since 2001, when the City began considering the merits of redesigning the expressway into a properly-
scaled urban arterial corridor, the City of Rochester has solicited public input. The following summarizes
the City’s Public Involvement Program for this project.

Inner Loop Improvement Study (2000 to 2001): This phase included a Technical Advisory Committee
(numerous meetings), a Citizens Advisory Committee (numerous meetings), and a series of information
meetings (June 22, 2000 and November 13, 2000).

Scoping Phase (2008-2013): Various meetings were held with the Technical Advisory Committee, as
listed below. The Technical Advisory Committee included representatives from the City of Rochester,
New York State Department of Transportation, Monroe County Department of Transportation, and
Genesee Transportation Council. In addition, a public information meeting was also held in order to
disseminate project-related information as well as solicit public input and comments. In the fall of 2012,
the City also initiated a project web site to enhance the project's communication efforts with the Public.

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, October 15, 2008
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, January 22, 2009
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, March 5, 2009
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, December 8, 2009
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, August 22, 2013
Public Information Meeting, August 28, 2013

Preliminary Design Phase (2013 - current): The City continues to engage the public in the overall
development phases for this project.

= Public Open House, November 6, 2013
= Public Information / Hearing, February 4, 2014

Questions should be directed to (please include the six digit Project Identification Number_(PIN) 4940.T7):
Paul Way, P.E., Project Manager

Email: Paul.Way@ CityofRochester.gov
Telephone: (585) 428-7383

Mailing Address
City of Rochester

DES/Architecture & Engineering
City Hall, 30 Church Street, Room 300B
Rochester, New York 14614-1279

You can visit the Project’s website: http://www.cityofrochester.gov/InnerLoopEast/
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.
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CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT CONTEXT: HISTORY, TRANSPORTATION
PLANS, CONDITIONS AND NEEDS

This chapter addresses the history and existing context of the project site, including the existing
conditions, deficiencies, and needs for this part of the Rochester Inner Loop corridor.

2.1. Project History

With the vehicle population explosion in and
around the City of Rochester in the 1930’s and
1940's, the New York State Department of
Transportation and the City of Rochester
developed plans in the late 1940’s for a network
of boulevards and expressways designed to
reduce traffic congestion on the local city streets
and improve access around the center city. The
idea for a beltway around Rochester was
conceived in the 1950s. At that time, the
population of Rochester was roughly 332,000,
which translated into poor traffic conditions
within downtown. Construction on the highway
therefore began in the early 1950s. Many
structures were razed to make way for the
route, which was constructed through densely
populated neighborhoods that surrounded

downtown. In 1965, the Inner Loop expressway .
was officially opened to traffic. Historical Plan of the Inner Loop

In the time since the Loop's construction, the population of Rochester has dropped to 210,565, as of the
2010 census, a reduction of more than one-third. Over the past decade, traffic volume has remained
constant on the roadway in some areas; however, overall usage from its completion to today has declined
as jobs and residents continue to migrate away from the inner city. The original Inner Loop has
accomplished its purpose.

More recently, the southeast section of the Inner Loop between Monroe Avenue and East Main Street
has been identified as a viable candidate for removal. The southeast section of the Inner Loop is a four to
six lane divided expressway with parallel two to three lane one-way frontage roads (Union and Pitkin
Streets). The frontage roads and the Inner Loop are connected with entrance and exit slip ramps located
at service points in the system. This results in a facility that in some places has as many as twelve travel
lanes and occupies a width ranging from 182 feet to 355 feet (frontage road outside curb to frontage road
outside curb). This section serves approximately 6,990 vehicles per day. Those volumes could be served
by a lesser facility such as a community-scale urban arterial, which is more in context with the
neighborhood and prior plans that call for the “right-sizing” of city streets.

Over the last 19 years, the City of Rochester has completed various initiatives focused on revitalizing the
Center City and the surrounding neighborhoods in order to rejuvenate districts, thus providing for future
economic opportunities in order to be able to compete in the global marketplace. These City initiatives
have included:

The Vision 2000 Plan

The Neighbors Building Neighborhoods Program

City of Rochester’s Inner Loop Improvement Study, 2001
Center City Master Plan, 2003
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" Rochester Regional Community Design Center — Charrette — A Community Based Vision
Plan for Downtown Rochester, 2007

" The Renaissance 2010 Comprehensive Plan

. GTC Long Range Transportation Plan

. Project Scoping Report, 2013

The 2001 Rochester Inner Loop Improvement Study assessed the existing configuration of the Inner Loop
and ultimately made recommendations for modifications. The 2001 Inner Loop study looked at a broader
study area that included the eastern section, from the 1-490 interchange on the south, to the North Clinton
Avenue interchange on the north side of the Central Business District. The 2001 Inner Loop initial study
area was broken into three segments covering the northeast section from East Main Street to North
Clinton Avenue, the southeast section from Monroe Avenue/Chestnut Street to East Main Street, and the
[-490/Inner Loop interchange. Numerous conceptual alternatives were developed at that time along with
an implementation program that recommended that the Inner Loop from Monroe Avenue to East Main
Street be eliminated as the first phase.

Since then, the 2003 Center City Master Plan and the 2007 Downtown Charrette Report evaluated the
challenges and opportunities associated with the possible removal or transformation of the Inner Loop in
the southeast quadrant. Both studies focused on creating a plan for the downtown area including the
evaluation of needs for each of the neighborhood districts. The 2007 Downtown Charrette Report
identifies the need to connect distinctive districts and neighborhoods in Downtown. The Southeast Loop
area occupies some of the most valuable real estate in Center City. Within the southeast area, connecting
the East End (west side of Inner Loop from Main Street to Broad Street), Upper East End (east side of
Inner Loop from University to north of Howell) and the Manhattan Square (west side of Inner Loop from
Broad Street to Monroe Ave) districts is essential, and removing the southeast section of the Inner Loop
will make it possible.

In each of these efforts, there was a reoccurring theme that identified the Inner Loop as one of the focus
areas for the City of Rochester. The energy and momentum surrounding the City’s revitalization and the
desire to reconnect various districts and neighboring communities provided the catalyst for this Inner
Loop study. Therefore, the transformation of the Inner Loop project is consistent with the local master
plan goals and objectives for this area.

2.2. Transportation Plans and Land Use

2.2.1. Local Plans for the Project Area

2.2.1.1. Local Comprehensive Plans (“Master Plan”) -

The Long Range Transportation Plan for the Genesee-Finger Lakes Region 2035 identifies the direction
for the region’s transportation system and serves as the framework for future investment in highways,
bridges, public transportation, bicycle and pedestrian paths and trails, and transportation-related air
quality improvement projects. One of the illustrative projects (Projects that represent actions above and
beyond those that can reasonably be expected to be accomplished given limited federal resources) in the
plan calls for the reconstruction of the southeast portion of the Inner Loop as an at-grade boulevard
based on a strong interest in continuing the revitalization of Downtown Rochester. As envisioned, the
reconstruction would reclaim land for private, taxable development, and improve connections between
Downtown Rochester and surrounding neighborhoods. The reconstructed facility would allow for bicycling
and walking, and ultimately improve the overall neighborhood cohesion.

The Regional Planning Group has reviewed the local comprehensive plan prepared for the Genesee-

Finger Lakes Region that includes the City of Rochester. This project is consistent with the local
comprehensive plan.
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2.2.1.2. Local Private Development Plans —

There are various public developments planned near the project area that will impact travel patterns and
operations. Below is a listing of projects that will require coordination during final design:

e Center City Two-Way Conversion Project (2016)
e Inner Loop Bridge over the Genesee River (2014)
e Bridge Painting 1-490 (2014)

2.2.2. Transportation Corridor

2.2.2.1. Importance of the Project Route Segment -

The Inner Loop was originally planned, designed and constructed as part of a network of boulevards and
expressways designed to reduce traffic congestion on the local city streets and improve access around
the center city. The existing corridor (South Clinton Avenue to East Main Street) is underutilized for the
infrastructure present (10 to 12 travel lanes). In the project study area, the frontage roads of Pitkin and
Union Street combined carry a similar volume of traffic as the Inner Loop.

2.2.2.2. Alternate Routes —

The frontage roads of Pitkin and Union Street would be suitable as a permanent replacement for the
southeast section of the Inner Loop. A regional traffic model was developed and evaluated by GTC,
NYSDOT, MCDOT and the City of Rochester to determine the impacts the removal of the expressway
system would have on area traffic. The results concluded that although traffic volumes would increase on
Union Street, the remaining expressway network (Inner Loop, 1-490, 1-390 and 1-590) and surrounding
arterial network would not be impacted. A copy of the results is included in Appendix F.

2.2.2.3. Corridor Deficiencies and Needs -

The following provides an overview of the project needs. These are a summary of the information
contained within this document, which assesses the existing and future conditions.

Community Cohesion: Past public input,
through various City community initiatives,
has identified  significant  challenges
surrounding the southeast section of the
Inner Loop expressway, primarily related to
livability and accessibility. These challenges
include: overcoming the barrier effect, right-
sizing the streets, breaking up the
superblocks, and maximizing development
potential. A seamless connection to the
greater downtown and the southeast
neighborhoods centered on Monroe, East
and University Avenues is desired. Creating
gateways to these districts, creating civic
space and new/infill development to
reconnect various neighborhoods has been

identified. Streets need to be ‘right-sized’ and y AL 5
reconceived as a complete environment for The vastly underutilized Inner Loop expressway is a
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users as significant barrier for motorists, pedestrians,
well as private vehicles. bicyclists and community cohesion.
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Economic Redevelopment: The southeast loop area occupies some of the most valuable real estate in
Center City and optimal use needs to be considered. The city has completed various initiatives focused
on revitalizing the Center City and the surrounding neighborhoods (East End, Upper East End, and
Manhattan Square). The City is committed to rejuvenating the City by providing future economic
development opportunities that will allow the region to compete in the global marketplace.

Capacity: The overall expressway system is operating significantly under capacity with traffic volumes
better reflecting arterial levels. There is similar traffic on the combined adjacent service roads (Union and
Pitkin Streets) as the southeast section of the Inner Loop.

Highway Design: When the Inner Loop was constructed in the 1960s, highway design standards were
different from today. The primary study corridor geometrics represent areas where deficiencies (non-
standard and non-conforming features) are evident between past and present design standards. Inner
Loop non-standard design features include: horizontal curvature, super elevation, sight distance and road
widths (shoulders, medians and clearances). Non-conforming features include the layout of the existing
slip ramps, which provide ingress and egress to the Inner Loop.

Structural Issues: There are four major bridges (Monroe Avenue, Broad Street, East Avenue, and East
Main Street) within the project limits. The Monroe Avenue, East Avenue, Broad Street and East Main
Street bridges will require future investment to repair current deficiencies.

Safety: The southeast section of the Inner Loop expressway is not shown to have safety concerns due to
limited traffic volumes. Accident rates are below the statewide average for similar interstate systems.
There are safety concern areas on the local system such as along the Union Street corridor (e.g. East
Avenue and Broad Street intersections), with safety concerns attributable to sight distance restrictions
from adjacent buildings and bridge railings over the Inner Loop.

2.2.2.4. Transportation Plans -

This project is on the region’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as project number H01-05-
MNL1, the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as PIN 4940.T7, and on the Genesee
Transportation Council’s Long Range Transportation 2035 plan as one of just five illustrative projects.
Funding sources have been allocated to complete the preliminary and final engineering. Federal FY2013
TIGER Discretionary Grant funds to finance the construction phase have been identified and secured.

2.2.2.5. Abutting Highway Segments and Future Plans for Abutting Highway Segments -

The abutting highway segments include South Union Street and Pitkin Street. South Union Street is a
three lane, one-way northbound street on the east side of the Inner Loop with on-street parking. South
Union Street functions as a frontage road to the Inner Loop with various on-off ramps. Pitkin Street is a 2-
3 lane southbound one-way city street along the west side of the Inner Loop with on-street parking. Pitkin
Street also functions as a frontage road to the Inner Loop with various on-off ramps. Both abutting road
segments provide access to other city streets and properties. No current plans exist for either of these
streets at this time.

There are no plans to reconstruct or widen highway segments within the project corridor, or the adjoining
segments, within the next 20 years.
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2.3. Transportation Conditions, Deficiencies and Engineering Considerations

2.3.1. Operations (Traffic and Safety) & Maintenance

2.3.1.1. Functional Classification and National Highway System (NHS) -

Figure 2.3.1.1 shows the Functional Classification and National Highway System classifications for
the Inner Loop expressway and surrounding roadway network. The Inner Loop is classified as a
Principal Arterial Expressway on the National Highway System. 1-490 is classified as an Interstate
expressway. All other adjacent roadways included in the study area are classified as Minor Arterials;

with the exception of Pitkin Street which is classified as a local city street.

Figure 2.3.1.1 - Functional Classification

Functional Classification System
Functional MNational Highway
Urban Classification System Rural
Interstate 1| I | ' Interstate
Principal Arterial
(Expressway) — — L1 1 |
ﬁgggaéﬂgsqa' 14| — — I N | | o2 Principal Arterial
Minor Arterial 16 | ——— - L 0 8 1 | w6 Minor Arterial
Collector 17| eeeeses- EEEEEEEN] w7 Major Collector
*e00000 8 ooooooooo os Minor Collector
Local 19 000000000 | wr Local
Urban Area
‘s
- -

AN
Q." ._* &;h‘nuumx}

Universitv

Pitkin Street

Inner Loop

East Ave

Union Street

Broad Street

Monroe Ave /
Chestnut St. /

Source NYSDOT Reg|on 4, 2000 Urban Functional Classification Mép, Rochester Urban

Exhibit - 2.3.1.1
Classification Data

Route(s) Inner Loop (NY 940T) Union Street Pitkin Street
Functional Classification Urban Principal Arterial Expressway | Urban Minor Arterial | Urban Local
National Highway System (NHS) Yes No No
Designated Truck Access Route Yes No No
Qualifying Highway Yes No No
Wlthln 1 mile of a Qualifying NA Yes Yes
Highway

Within the 16’ vertical clearance No No No
network

National Network of Qualifying Highways — 1-490 & NY 940T
Qualifying and Access highways — 1-490 & NY 940 T
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2.3.1.2. Control of Access -

Access is fully controlled on the Inner Loop expressway, with slip ramps from both frontage roads (Union
and Pitkin Streets) providing points of ingress/egress for motorists. Access is uncontrolled on Union and
Pitkin Streets, as well as the intersecting roadways such as East Main Street, University Avenue, East
Avenue, Broad Street and Monroe Avenue.

2.3.1.3. Traffic Control Devices —

The Inner Loop is a free-flowing urban expressway with no traffic signals; stop sign control devices or
ramp metering. The following adjacent intersections are controlled by traffic signals:

Intersection Signalization Comments
E. Main/University/Pitkin diamond interchange with an extra
E. Main/Inner Loop/University road in the middle (Inner
E. Main/Union Loop/University connector).
Union/University One Controller
East Avenue/Pitkin One controller, uses standard
East Avenue/Union diamond interchange operation.
Broad Street/Pitkin One controller, uses standard
Broad Street/Union diamond interchange operation.
Monroe/Pitkin One controller, uses standard Street name changes to Chestnut Street on
Monroe/Howell diamond interchange operation. the north leg of the interchange.
Monroe/Union One Controller

Other entrances/exits to/from the Inner Loop are yield/stop
controlled.

Most of the traffic control devices, such as sign structures,

signals and traffic signs are nearing the end of their design
life and are in need of replacement.

2.3.1.4. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) -

MCDOT Operates traffic cameras at the following
intersections that offer views of the project corridor:

= E. Main Street @ University / Pitkin S S
=  Monroe Ave. @ S. Union Street Aging Sign Structures and Traffic Signs in need

= East Ave. @ Alexander Ave. (outside project limits) of replacement
= Broad Street @ Chestnut (outside project limit)

NYSDOT Operates traffic cameras at the following locations that offer views of the project corridor:
= [-490 Bridge over the Genesee River

To provide coverage of the corridor, MCDOT has requested that additional cameras be installed at the
following locations:

= S, Union Street @ Broad Street or S. Union Street @ East Ave
= Monroe Ave. / Chestnut @ Howell Street
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2.3.1.5. Speeds and Delay -

A speed and delay study was not conducted specifically for this project; however a “Travel Time Data
Collection Program” report was conducted by the Genesee Transportation Council in October 2008.
Speed and travel time data was collected for the entire length of the Inner Loop from 1-490 to 1-490 during
the morning, mid-day and evening peak hours. The average speeds and travel times are summarized in
the table below. There is no delay, associated with traffic congestion within the corridor, in the morning,
mid-day or evening peak hours.

Exhibit - 2.3.1.5 (A)
Speed Data
Route Inner Loop All City Streets
Existing Speed Limit 45 MPH 30 MPH

Exhibit - 2.3.1.5 (B)
Speed Data — Operating Speed per Data Collection Program

Mid-Day (Free Flow) Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour
Inner Loop Speed | Travel Time | Speed | Travel Time | Speed | Travel Time
Direction Distance (MPH) (min) (MPH) (min) (MPH) (min)
NB 2.6 miles 50.2 3.1 50.8 3.1 46.6 3.4
SB 2.8 miles 48.4 3.6 49.1 3.6 47.1 3.4

2.3.1.6. Traffic Volumes —

In 2008 traffic turning movement counts were obtained during the weekday morning and evening peak
travel hours along the project section of the Inner Loop and adjacent intersections. Heavy vehicle (truck
and bus) data was also obtained at each of the intersections and reflected in the analysis.

The Genesee Transportation Council’'s Regional Travel Demand Model for the years 2005 to 2014
reflects all the planned land use changes in and around the Rochester Central Business District (CBD).
While change in traffic between 2005 and 2014 varies depending on what roadway section was reviewed,
at most it shows a maximum increase of 10% over that period. Traffic growth along most roadway
sections however is less than 5% (or 0.625% per year) during the forecasted 8 year period. Thus, to
determine Inner Loop traffic at ETC+20 or for 2035, the following steps were taken:

= 2008 Existing Traffic — current counts were used.
= 2015 (ETC) —the MCDOT’s future (2015) Synchro traffic files that reflect land use changes
(i.e., Midtown, Chestnut/Broad Street projects and other residential /commercial) proposed in

the CBD were used.

= 2035 (ETC+20) No-Build Traffic - 2015 forecasted traffic was increased by 0.625% per year
using a straight line percent increase.

This method of forecasting future travel for the project was presented, reviewed and accepted by
NYSDOT, MCDOT, GTC and the City of Rochester.
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2.3.1.6. (1) Existing traffic volumes —

Refer to Exhibits 2.3.1.6-1 for a summary of the traffic data. A discussion of the traffic count
methodology, peak hour, and turning movement volumes for intersections with identified accident
problems, all major intersections, & major traffic generator driveways/entrances are included in Appendix
G.

Exhibit - 2.3.1.6-1
Existing and Forecast Traffic Volumes

Inner Loop Expressway Union Street Pitkin Street
Route Monroe Ave. |East Main St. to | Monroe Ave. to | East Ave.to | Monroe Ave. to | Charlotte St. to
To Broad St. Scio St. Howell St. University Ave. | Broad Street East Main St.
Year ADT | DHV | ADT DHV | ADT | DHV | ADT | DHV | ADT | DHV | ADT DHV
Existing
(2008) 6,990 | 600 |10,560| 690 | 4,400 | 440 | 5,250 | 525 | 2,400 | 240 | 2,050 | 205
(ZEJl%) 6,990 | 600 |10,560| 710 | 4,400 | 440 | 5,600 | 560 | 2,400 | 240 | 2,050 | 205
E(-Iz—ggsz)o 7,920 | 680 |11,935| 800 | 4,900 | 490 | 6,350 | 635 | 2,700 | 270 | 2,300 | 235

Note: ETC is the Estimated Time of Completion
2.3.1.6. (2) Future no-build design year traffic volume forecasts —

The Estimated Time of Completion (ETC) +20 design year was selected per PDM Appendix 5. An
ETC+30 year projection was not completed as the project is not near a bridge or large culvert. Peak hour
turning movement volumes for intersections with identified accident problems, all major intersections, &
major traffic generator driveways/entrances are included for the design year(s) in Appendix G.

2.3.1.7. Level of Service and Mobility -
2.3.1.7. (1) Existing level of service and capacity analysis —

The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) and the Synchro7 software were used to determine Level of
Service (LOS) for current operating conditions. The analysis found that the Level of Service on all
roadway segments of the Inner Loop and adjacent intersections are operating well; all with Level of
Service (LOS) of “C” or better with no individual turning movements below LOS “D”.

2.3.1.7. (2) Future no-build design year level of service —

Future conditions at the estimated time of completion (ETC) and at ETC+20 for the null or no-build year
will continue to deteriorate. Capacity analysis indicates that overall intersections will remain at good
levels, Level “C” or better; however, various movements at certain intersections will start to degrade to
Level “E” or below. Taking a closer look at these locations, higher volume to capacity ratios and queuing
are also noted. These lower levels of operation are primarily concentrated at the Juncture of East Main
Street/ University/ Union Street/ Inner Loop ramp area. Exhibit 2.3.1.7-1 provides a summary of the Level
of Service results for Existing Conditions, ETC and ETC+20.
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Exhibit - 2.3.1.7-1
Intersection Level of Service (Null Alternative)
Existing I(E:S(’)tr'nm ?;?i% :'(T;} 8; ETC+20
Intersection | APProach & | conditions (2008) P (2035)
Movement (2015)
AM PM AM PM AM PM
NB THRU/RT A A B B B B
Monroe Avenue & SB LT/THRU A A A A A A
Inner Loop EB EB THRU/LT D D D D D D
Ramps EB RT B B A B A B
OVERALL B A B A B A
NB LT A A A A A A
Monroe Avenue & | NB THRU/RT B A B A B B
Inner Loop WB SB THRU B A B A B A
Ramps WB THRU/RT c D C D C D
OVERALL B A B A B A
NE LT B D B D C D
NE THRU B D B D C D
Monroe Avenue & SELT A A A A A A
South Union SE THRU B A B A B A
Street NW THRU A A B A B A
NW RT A A A A A A
OVERALL B B B B B B
NB LT D D D D D D
South Union NB THRU c c c C C C
Street & Broad
Street EBLT A A A A A A
OVERALL C C C B C B
SB LT/THRU B D B C B C
EB THRU A A A A A A
Pitkin Street &
Broad Street EB RT A A A A A A
WB LT/THRU A A A A A A
OVERALL A B A B A B
NB THRU/LT C D C D C D
South Union NB RT B B B B B B
Street & East EB THRU A A A A A A
Avenue WB THRU A c A c A C
OVERALL A B A B A B
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Exhibit - 2.3.1.7-1

Intersection Level of Service (Null Alternative)
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2.3.1.8. Safety Considerations, Accident History and Analysis —

Accident information (39-month period between January 1, 2005 and March 7, 2008) was obtained for the
section of the Inner Loop expressway from the Rt. 490 interchange to north of the East Main Street
interchange. The accident history identified a total of 49 accidents occurred along the Inner Loop
(mainline) in this area. The reportable accidents accounted for 30 (61%) of the total accidents and the
non-reportable accidents accounted for 19 (39%) of the total accidents. The following list summarizes the
types and number of reportable accidents. The rest of the assessment (analysis, rates and potential
corrective action) will be related to the reportable accidents only that occurred in the corridor. Exhibit
2.3.1.8.A shows predominant accident types.

Exhibit - 2.3.1.8.A
Collision Summary
Inner Loop Expressway, From [-490 to East Main Street
Type of Collision Number Percentage
Fixed Object 17 57
Sideswipe 5 17
Rear End 4 13
Right Angle 1 3
Head-On 1
Unknown/Other 2

The accident severity included 13 injuries (43%) and 17 (57%) property damage only. Fifty three percent
of all accidents occurred during evening hours with 55% occurring on dry pavement conditions. Seventy
percent of the vehicles involved were traveling in a westerly direction. As indicated above, 57% of the
accidents involved collision with fixed objects (guide rail, curbing, abutment, debris). Only four of the 30
accidents occurred at a merge/diverge ramp location, with the majority of accidents occurring on the
mainline along the horizontal curve between East Main Street and East Avenue. The accident rate for the
corridor was calculated and compared to statewide accident rates for Principal Arterial expressways. The
current accident rate is 2.48 accidents per million vehicle miles (acc/mvm), which is below the statewide
average of 2.72 acc/mvm. Collision diagrams, detailed accident history, and rate calculations are
provided in Appendix H.

An extended study area was also reviewed that included the following at grade adjacent corridors:; East
Main Street, Monroe Avenue/Chestnut, Pitkin Street, Union Street, and a portion of Interstate 490. Exhibit
2.3.1.8.B summarizes the number of reportable accidents and the calculated accident rates for the
corridor and intersections for each of these adjacent roadways. Locations experiencing above state or
county wide accident rates are in bold.

Appendix H includes a full detailed summary of the entire accident history within the extended study area.

Exhibit - 2.3.1.8.B — Accident Rates

e e e
E. Main @ University/Pitkin 7 0.26/0.46 0.33
E. Main @ University/Inner Loop 40 0.26/0.46 0.96
E. Main @ N. Union Street 23 0.26/0.46 0.83
Pitkin @ East Ave. 8 0.34/0.22 0.44
Pitkin @ Broad 4 0.34/0.22 0.66
N. Union @ University 14 0.34/0.22 0.65
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Exhibit - 2.3.1.8.B — Accident Rates

Intersection Num_ber of State / County Actual Rate
Accidents Rate (ACC/MEV)

Union @ East Ave. 17 0.34/0.22 1.13

S. Union @ Broad 3 0.19/0.22 0.71

Monroe @ Inner Loop / Pitkin 7 0.34/0.22 0.26

Monroe @ Inner Loop / Howell 5 0.34/0.22 0.34

Monroe @ S Union 20 0.34/0.22 1.12

Link Rate
Inner Loop — 1-490 to E Main | 30 ‘ 2.72 ‘ 2.48

Pitkin Street corridor — 12 accidents occurred over a 32-month period. There were 5 (42%) rear-end
accidents, 3 (25%) right angle, 1 (8%) right turn, 1 (8%) overtaking, 1 (8%), pedestrian, 1 (8%)
unknown accident. One or 8% of the reportable accidents involved a personal injury, while the
remainder of the accidents involved property damage only.

Union Street corridor — 61 accidents occurred over a 39-month period. There were 21 (34%) right
angle, 12 (20%) rear-end, 10 (16%) left turn, 4 (6%) backing up, 3 (5%) sideswipe, 3 (5%) fixed
object, 3 (5%) right turn, 3 (5%) unknown, 1 driveway and 1 overtaking accident. Ten accidents (16%)
of the 61 reportable accidents involved personal injuries; the remainder were property damage only.

In summary, the Inner Loop expressway does not have safety concerns as there is relatively little traffic,
although the rate of severe (personal injury type) is a relatively high percentage of the overall accidents
reported. The expressway accident rate is below the statewide average for similar interstate systems.
There are however some isolated safety concern areas on the local system such as along the Union
Street corridor (e.g. East Avenue and Broad Street intersections) with safety concerns attributable to sight
distance restrictions. The other intersections are also exhibiting rates over average rates, but the
patterns are consistent with high volume low speed urban intersections.

An accident analysis was performed in accordance with the Highway Design Manual Chapter 5 in 2008.
Although the accident analysis was performed in 2008, the Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that
the older data is still representative of current condition. The accident analysis included an accident
summary (TE-213) and collision diagrams (TE-56).

2.3.1.9. Existing Police, Fire Protection and Ambulance Access -

No emergency service facilities are located within the project limits however; emergency vehicles
routinely use the Inner Loop expressway and adjacent roadway system.

2.3.1.10. Parking Regulations and Parking Related Conditions —
Parking on Interstate highways is restricted by law within the project limits.

There are areas regulated by parking restrictions along the adjacent frontage roads including Pitkin Street
and South Union Street. The area of South Union Street between Monroe Avenue and East Avenue
experiences an extremely high demand for parking at all times of the day. This is attributed to several
adjoining dead end streets and the predominately multi-family dwellings within this area. Parking within
the area of East Avenue is also limited on Sundays due to the large congregation (3000+) of the Bethel
Church.
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2.3.1.11. Lighting -

There is street lighting along the Inner Loop expressway and adjacent city
streets. The lighting systems are original to the Inner Loop installation and
are in need of replacement. It is anticipated that street lighting will be
replaced in conformance with the City of Rochester’'s street lighting
requirements.

2.3.1.12. Ownership and Maintenance Jurisdiction —

The original construction of the Inner loop was built with Federal Highway
Administration funding. The property acquisition for the construction was
equally funded by the City of Rochester and the New York State Department
of Transportation.

In summary, the Inner Loop Expressway and 1-490 are owned and
maintained by the NYSDOT,; the frontage roads and other local streets are
owned and maintained by the City of Rochester. The bridges crossing the = " —

Inner Loop are shared by the NYSDOT and City of Rochester; with NYSDOT ~ Deteriorated light poles are
being responsible for the superstructure and substructure, and the City is throughOLthriBhiprOJect
responsible for the pavement, sidewalks and curbs. The lighting along the corndo

Inner Loop is currently a mix of County and City lighting (in general, it is County lighting on the mainline
and ramps, and City lighting on the frontage roads). It should also be noted that Monroe County
Department of Transportation maintains and operates all the traffic signals, regardless of ownership.

2.3.2. Multimodal

2.3.2.1. Pedestrians -

Overall, the Inner Loop configuration (depressed highway)
presents a significant east west barrier to pedestrian mobility
within the study area.

Pedestrian access across the Inner Loop is limited from
South Clinton Avenue to East Main Street (one mile).
Suitable options for crossing the Inner Loop exist at the four
roadway bridge crossings at Monroe Avenue, Broad Street,
East Avenue and East Main Street. A major gap exists from
Monroe Avenue to Broad Street (1/3 mile or 1,700 feet).
Pedestrians have been frequently observed illegally
crossing within this mid-segment.

Also, pedestrians are prohibited from using the Inner Loop by Pedesthriags frequently C(I'jO;S tne Inner Loop due
state law, since it is a limited access highway. to the barriers created by the expressway

Pedestrians are accommodated in the study area on the city streets, arterials, and the frontage roads.
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2.3.2.2. Bicyclists -

The general configuration of the Inner Loop (depressed highway), the adjacent one-way frontage roads,
and the limited east west connections, make bicycle mobility difficult within the study area.

Bicycles are strictly prohibited along the Inner Loop as a limited access highway by State Law, and
therefore, there are no plans for a bicycle route within the Inner Loop expressway.

Also, there are no separate provisions for bicycles within the project limits. Bicycles are accommodated
in the travel lane or on the shoulder area of adjacent streets.

The Genesee Transportation Council has recently published the 2009 Bike Map for the region. Major
adjoining roads in the project area are classified as good or fair riding conditions. The map below shows
Current bike ratings for the roadway network surrounding the project limits.
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2.3.2.3. Transit —

The Rochester Genesee Regional Transportation Authority (RGRTA) provides and operates transit
services for the greater Monroe County area.

RGRTA's headquarters and bus garage are located along East Main Street east of the study area. Due
to their proximity to the study area, a notable amount of bus traffic traverses the study roads on a daily
basis; in addition there are various RTS routes that serve the immediate area.

RGRTA provides bus service to ten (10) City of Rochester High Schools. Each high school has on
average 15 school routes that ultimately traverse the study area. Bus traffic serving the west and north
side of the City traverse the study area as well.

2.3.2.4. Airports, Railroad Stations, and Ports —
There are no airports, railroad stations or port entrances within or in the vicinity of the project limits.
2.3.2.5. Access to Recreation Areas (Parks, Trails, Waterways, State Lands) —

There are no entrances to recreation areas within the immediate project limits. Wadsworth Park utilizes
on-street parking along Broadway and Marshall Street for access to this public open space.

2.3.3. Infrastructure

2.3.3.1. Existing Highway Section —

The Inner Loop expressway
within the study limits is a four
to six lane divided expressway
with parallel two to three lane
frontage roads (Pitkin Street
and South Union Street) on
each side. Most of the
expressway within the project
limits is depressed Vvia
retaining walls 15-20ft below
the adjacent frontage roads.
The frontage roads and the
Inner Loop are connected with
entrance and exit ramps
located at service points along
the system. The combination
of the Inner Loop and frontage
road system results in a facility
that in some places has as
many as twelve travel lanes
and occupies a width of 180 feet to 350 feet (frontage road outside curb to frontage road outside curb).
The Inner Loop expressway has interchanges at Monroe Avenue/Chestnut Street, and University
Avenue/East Main Street, via a series of slip ramps from the frontage roads, which also provide access to
Broad Street and East Avenue.
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2.3.3.2. Geometric Design Elements Not Meeting Minimum Standards -

2.3.3.2.(1) Critical Design Elements —

Based on the existing estimated 85" percentile speed of 50mph, the existing Inner Loop expressway has
a number of non-standard highway features (listed below).

Non-Standard Features for Inner Loop Expressway

Element

Standard

Existing Condition

Mainline

Design Speed

50 mph (Minimum)
HDM Section 2.7.1.2 A

50 mph (1)

Shoulder Width

Right Side: 10 ft. (Minimum), 12 ft. (Desirable)
Left Side: 4 ft. (Minimum), 6 ft. (Desirable with Barrier)
HDM Sections 2.7.1.2 C, Exhibit 2-2

2 ft. — 4 ft.
1ft.

Maximum Grade

4%
HDM Section 2.7.1.2 E, Exhibit 2-2

(Between Monroe and Broad)
4.15%. (SB)
4.12%. (NB)

Horizontal Curvature

833 ft. @ €=6.0%
HDM Section 2.7.1.2 F

(Between Monroe and Broad)
714 ft. (SB)
719.5 ft. (NB)

Superelevation Rate

6.0% Maximum
HDM Section 2.7.1.2 G

(Between Monroe and Broad)
2.0 % (6% Required)(SB & NB)

Stopping Sight Distance

425 ft.
HDM Section 2.7.1.2 H, Exhibit 2-2

200 ft. (NB & SB — Under Monroe)
300 ft. (NB & SB — Under Broad)
280 ft. (SB — Under Main)

Ramps

Design Speed

30 mph (Minimum)
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 A

30 mph (1)

Horizontal Curvature

231 ft. @ €=6.0%
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 F, Exhibit 2-13

187 ft. (NB Exit to union Near Buena)
175 ft. (SB Ent. to union Near Buena)
200 ft. (SB Ent. to union Near Buena)

1) The Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that the use of a Design Speed of 50 mph is consistent with the anticipated off-peak
85™ percentile speed within the range of functional class speeds for the terrain and volume. (Refer to Section 2.3.1.5 Speeds and
Delays for additional information on speed data).
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In the review of the adjacent frontage roads, the following non-standard highway features were found
based on the existing estimated 85" percentile speed of 30mph,

Non-Standard Features for Other Roads

Element Standard Existing Condition

Howell Street

30 mph (Minimum)

HDM Section 2.7.4.2 A 30 mph (1)

Design Speed

250 ft. @ emax= 4%

HDM Section 2.7.2.2 E 60 ft. (Near Union Street)

Horizontal Curvature

4.0% Maximum

HDM Section 2.7.2.2 G, Exhibit 2-11 NC (4% Required) (Near Union St.)

Superelevation Rate

Pitkin Street

30 mph (Minimum)

HDM Section 2.7.4.2 A 30 mph (1)

Design Speed

250 ft. @ emnax= 4%

Horizontal Curvature HDM Section 2.7.4.2 E

200 ft. (Between East & Charlotte)

4.0% Maximum NC (4% Required) (Between East &

Superelevation Rate HDM Section 2.7.4.2 G, Exhibit 2-11 Charlotte)

1) The Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that the use of a Design Speed of 30 mph is consistent with the anticipated off-peak
85" percentile speed within the range of functional class speeds for the terrain and volume. (Refer to Section 2.3.1.5 Speeds and
Delays for additional information on speed data).

2.3.3.2. (2) Other Design Parameters -
The following non-conforming features were identified:

= Ramp Spacing — All of the Inner Loop access ramps have non-conforming ramp spacing. This
inadequate spacing results in several weaving concerns throughout the corridor.

= Ramp Acceleration/Deceleration

= Retaining Walls Safety Railing- The original steel bridge railings along the top of the walls does
not meet current standards.

= Fixed Objects — Several fixed objects (light poles, sign structures, etc.) are not properly protected
or designed with breakaway features.
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2.3.3.3. Pavement and Shoulder -

The Inner Loop mainline pavement section consists of concrete with asphalt overlays and was most
recently overlaid in 2005-2006. The pavement condition of the Inner Loop was given a 6 rating (out of 10)
by NYSDOT in 2010. This rating equates to “fair condition”. Longitudinal cracks along the pavements
seams and some transverse cracks along the underlying concrete joints are prevalent throughout the
corridor. There are a few patched areas or areas with local surface breakdown.

The Pitkin Street and Union Street frontage roads are in fair to poor condition. There is a significant
amount of both longitudinal and transverse cracking. There is also a fair amount of patch work pavement
in areas along the frontage roads.

2.3.3.4. Drainage Systems -

Drainage along the project corridor consists of a closed drainage system with drainage inlets along the
medians and shoulders. The drainage system has various sizes and types of drainage conduit. The
corridor contains curbing with the exception of the depressed Inner Loop mainline segments that utilizes
concrete gutters adjacent to the retaining walls to convey surface flows to the drainage inlets.

The closed drainage system along the Inner Loop mainline drains to a storm sewer line that is in the
center median of the Inner Loop. The storm sewer then discharges to the combined sewer system at both
the north and south ends. The Union Street stormwater runoff generally flows north and continues along
the Main Street corridor to the northeast. The Pitkin Street stormwater runoff drains into a storm sewer
along Pitkin Street that outfall's into the combined sewer system as well. The Howell Street stormwater
runoff flows toward Monroe Avenue and continues southeast along Monroe Avenue.
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All of the existing stormwater drainage systems within the project limits connect to the combined sewer
system before eventually discharging to the overflow tunnel system and then to a sewage treatment
facility.

The existing drainage system is generally in fair working condition. There are areas however where the
existing drainage structures are deteriorated due to wear and tear and therefore should be addressed,
while other isolated areas on the pavement surface frequently pond during rain events due to
imperfections in the pavement surface and/or inadequately positioned drainage structures.

2.3.3.5. Geotechnical -

A visual inspection of the depressed Inner Loop Corridor has identified areas of exposed rock near East
Main Street. Assuming the project will not include the construction of new roadway bridges or similar
structures, an in-depth geotechnical evaluation is not needed. Soil borings will be taken during the Final
Design Phase to identify rock elevations.

There are no special geotechnical concerns with the soils or rock slopes within the project area.

2.3.3.6. Structure -

There are eight bridges within close proximity to the project, with four (Monroe Avenue, Broad Street,
Utility Bridge, and East Avenue) located within the main project limits. The structures are listed below in

Exhibit 2.3.3.6 in order from southwest to northeast. Structures listed below that will be affected by the
proposed project are shaded in red.

Exhibit - 2.3.3.6
Existing Structures

BIN Feature Carried/Crossed Structure Type gﬁﬁ:
1093880 Ramp LE over 1-490 Pre-Stressed Concrete 1974
1050139 Inner Loop over Ramp LB Single-Span Steel Multi-Girder 1974
1077590 | South Clinton Avenue over Inner Loop Three-Span Steel Multi-Girder 1971*
1021630 Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop Single-Span Steel Multi-Girder 19572
1050149 Broad Street over Inner Loop Two-Span Steel Multi-Girder 1965
1050150 Steam Pipe Bridge over Inner Loop Single-Span Steel Two-Girder 1966
1035240 East Avenue over Inner Loop Two-Span Steel Multi-Girder 1965
1050160 East Main Street over Inner Loop Two-Span Steel Multi-Girder 1965

Note:

1. South Clinton Avenue over Inner Loop was rehabilitated in 2001.
2. Monroe Avenue bridge deck was replaced and abutments rehabilitated in 2000.
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Also, between South Clinton Avenue and East Main Street, the Inner Loop is lined with concrete retaining
walls in two areas. The first retaining wall system begins approximately 150 feet east of South Clinton
Street Bridge and ends approximately 650 feet northeast of Monroe Avenue Bridge. The second
retaining wall system begins approximately 475 feet south of Broad Street Bridge and ends approximately
650 feet north of East Avenue Bridge.

These walls line both sides of the Inner Loop and they accommodate the grade difference between the
adjacent frontage road level and the lower alignment of the Inner Loop. The bridge abutments at Monroe
Avenue, Broad Street, the Steam Pipe Bridge, and East Avenue are supported on top of the retaining
walls. The total retaining wall surface area is approximately 70,000 square feet.

The first section of retaining walls takes the Inner Loop under Monroe Avenue (built in 1957), and the
second section of retaining walls that takes the Inner Loop under Broad Street and East Avenue
(constructed in 1963). Considering their age, the majority of the existing walls are in relatively good
structural condition. There are isolated areas of minor deterioration, mostly concentrated below the
existing bridges due to bridge joint leakage and deicing salt. The original steel bridge railings along the
top of the walls do not meet current standards.

2.3.3.6. (1) Description:

Ramp LE over [-490

(a) BIN -10938880

(b) Feature carried and crossed — Ramp LE over 1-490

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Pre-Stressed Continuous Concrete, 3
Spans, 87 ft., 117 ft., and 87 ft.

(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — Left Lane is 12 ft., Right Lane is 14 ft.

(e) Sidewalks — 8 ft. wide on Right Side

() Utilities carried — None

Inner Loop over Ramp LB

(2) BIN -1050139

(b) Feature carried and crossed — Inner Loop over Ramp LB

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Steel Multi-Girder, 1 Span, 86 ft.

(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — 12 ft. Lanes, 2 ft. Shoulders, 15 ft.
Curbed Median

(e) Sidewalks — 9.5 ft. wide on both sides

() Utilities carried — Electric and Telephone

South Clinton Avenue over Inner Loop

(&) BIN -1077590

(b) Feature carried and crossed — South Clinton Avenue over Inner Loop

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Steel Multi-Girder, 3 Span, 121 ft., 162 ft.,
and 120 ft.

(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — 12 ft. Lanes, 2 ft. Shoulders

(e) Sidewalks — 9.8 ft. wide on right sides

() Utilities carried — Electric
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Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop

(a) BIN -102630

(b) Feature carried and crossed — Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Steel Multi-Girder, 1 Span, 101 ft.
(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — 12 ft. Lanes, 2 ft. Shoulders

(e) Sidewalks — 9.5 ft. wide on both sides

() Utilities carried — Electric, Gas, and Telephone

Broad Street over Inner Loop

(a) BIN —1050149

(b) Feature carried and crossed — Broad Street over Inner Loop

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Steel Multi-Girder, 2 Span, 53 ft. and 53 ft.

(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — 12 ft. Lanes, 2 ft. Shoulders, 4 ft.
Curbed Median

(e) Sidewalks — 7.8 ft. wide on both sides

(f) Utilities carried — Electric and Telephone

Steam Pipe Bridge over Inner Loop

(a) BIN -1050150

(b) Feature carried and crossed — Steam Pipe over Inner Loop

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Steel Two-Girder, 1 Span, 106 ft.
(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — none

(e) Sidewalks —none

() Utilities carried — Steam, Electric, and Gas

East Avenue over Inner Loop

(&) BIN -1035240

(b) Feature carried and crossed — East Avenue over Inner Loop

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Steel Multi-Girder, 2 Span, 53 ft. and 53 ft.
(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — 10 ft. Lanes, 4 ft. Shoulders

(e) Sidewalks — 8.0 ft. wide on both sides

() Utilities carried — Electric, Telephone, and Unknown Utility

East Main Street over Inner Loop

() BIN -1050160

(b) Feature carried and crossed — East Main Street over Inner Loop

(c) Type of bridge, number and length of spans, etc. — Steel Multi-Girder, 2 Span, 45 ft. and 42 ft.
(d) Width of travel lanes, parking lanes, and shoulders — 12 ft. Lanes, 2 ft. Shoulders

(e) Sidewalks — 8.0 ft. wide on both sides

(f) Utilities carried — Electric and Telephone
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2.3.3.6. (2) Clearances (Horizontal/Vertical) —
The clearances are listed below in Exhibit 2.3.3.6(2).
Exhibit - 2.3.3.6.(2)
Horizontal and Vertical Clearances
BIN Feature Carried/Crossed Horizontal Vertical
1093880 Ramp LE over 1-490 30-6” 14'-5”
1050139 Inner Loop over Ramp LB 48'-0” 14'-4”
1077590 South Clinton Avenue over Inner Loop 54'-2" 14-1”
1021630 Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop 54'-0” 14'-3”
1050149 Broad Street over Inner Loop 36-0” 14'-5”
1050150 Steam Pipe Bridge over Inner Loop N/A 14-2”
1035240 East Avenue over Inner Loop 48'-0” 14'-3”
1050160 East Main Street over Inner Loop 76-0” 14'-9”

2.3.3.6. (3) History & Deficiencies —

The history and deficiencies are listed below in Exhibit 2.3.3.6(3).

Exhibit - 2.3.3.6.(3)
History & Deficiencies

BIN Feature Carried/Crossed Year Built RZE‘;L Structural Flags
1093880 Ramp LE over 1-490 1974 None None
1050139 Inner Loop over Ramp LB 1974 2013 None
1077590 South Clinton Avenue over Inner Loop 1971 2001 None
1021630 Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop 1957 2000 Safety
1050149 Broad Street over Inner Loop 1965 None Red and Safety
1050150 Steam Pipe Bridge over Inner Loop 1966 None None
1035240 East Avenue over Inner Loop 1965 None Red and Safety
1050160 East Main Street over Inner Loop 1965 None Safety

2.3.3.6.(4) Inspection -
The inspections for the bridges are listed below in Exhibit 2.3.3.6(4).
Exhibit - 2.3.3.6.(4)
Inspection
Last Federal NYSDOT | NYSDOT
BIN Feature Carried/Crossed Inspection | Sufficiency | Condition | General
Date Rating Rating Rec.
1093880 Ramp LE over I-490 10/28/2011 75.4 5.339 6
Biennial
1050139 Inner Loop over Ramp LB 8{32.1/ 2012 795 5.047 5
iennial
1077590 South Clinton Avenue over 8/2_6/2(_)11 73.4 5986 6
Inner Loop Biennial
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Exhibit - 2.3.3.6.(4)

Inspection
Last Federal NYSDOT | NYSDOT
BIN Feature Carried/Crossed Inspection | Sufficiency | Condition | General
Date Rating Rating Rec.
1021630 Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop 6/2.6/2(.)12 77.3 5.983 6
Biennial
1050149 Broad Street over Inner Loop 9/6/2012 415 4.264 4
Interim
1050150 Steam Pipe Bridge over Inner Loop N/A N/A N/A N/A
1035240 East Avenue over Inner Loop 11/28/2.011 65.1 4.792 5
Biennial
1050160 East Main Street over Inner Loop 653\%}?;2 65.2 4.361 4

2.3.3.6.(5) Restrictions —

The restrictions for the bridges are listed below in Exhibit 2.3.3.6(5).

Exhibit - 2.3.3.6.(5)
Restrictions

BIN Feature Carried/Crossed Closed Wel?sr?:el_(ijmit Vertical
1093880 Ramp LE over 1-490 No None Not Posted
1050139 Inner Loop over Ramp LB No None Not Posted
1077590 South Clinton Avenue over Inner Loop No None Not Posted
1021630 Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop No None Not Posted
1050149 Broad Street over Inner Loop No None Not Posted
1050150 Steam Pipe Bridge over Inner Loop Utility None Not Posted
1035240 East Avenue over Inner Loop No R-Permit Not Posted
1050160 East Main Street over Inner Loop No None Not Posted

2.3.3.6. (6) Future Conditions —

In general, all of the bridges in the project area will continue to deteriorate. If any of the bridges are
deemed unsafe for normal traffic, the bridges could possibly be posted or posted with a further reduced
loading, and eventually closed to all traffic.

2.3.3.6. (7) Waterway —

A Coast Guard Checklist is not required.

2.3.3.7. Hydraulics of Bridges and Culverts —

There are no bridges or culverts over waterways within the project limits.
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2.3.3.8. Guide Railing, Median Barriers and Impact Attenuators —

There are several different types of railing and barriers within the project limits that protect the traveling
public from fixed roadside objects, non-traversable slopes, and crossing over to opposing lanes of traffic
on the Inner Loop.

Along the median for the Inner Loop, there is a mix of Heavy Post W-Beam Median Barrier, Heavy Post
W-Beam Guide Railing and Box Beam Guide Railing from South Clinton Street to East Main Street. In
general, the existing condition of the barrier and railing is in good condition.

Along the existing retaining walls and bridges, there is bridge railing. The bridge railing for the Monroe
Avenue Bridge is in good condition and meets current standards. The bridge railing along the top of both
retaining wall systems and along the bridges at Broad Street, East Avenue, and East Main Street are the
original steel bridge railings that were installed in the 1950’s and 60’s when the Inner Loop was originally

constructed. This original steel railing is in fair to poor condition and does not meet current standards,
including the lack of proper end treatments.

2.3.3.9. Utilities —

A majority of the utilities within the project area is underground. There are a few areas where some of the
utilities are above ground. In general, the conditions of the existing private utility facilities are unknown.
The condition of the public utility facilities are generally in good condition.

The underground and overhead electric and the underground gas systems are owned by Rochester Gas
and Electric.

The underground steam system is owned by the Rochester District Heating Cooperative.

The underground and overhead telephone systems are owned by Frontier Telephone.

The underground and overhead cable television systems are owned by Time Warner Communications.
The water distribution and fire protection system are owned by the City of Rochester.

The street lighting system is owned by the City of Rochester.

The existing traffic signal and inner connect system is owned by Monroe County Department of
Transportation with one exception, the signal at Monroe / Chestnut intersections is owned by NYSDOT.
2.3.3.10. Railroad Facilities —

There are no railroads within the project limits and no at-grade crossings within 0.5 miles that could

impact traffic conditions.

2.3.4. Potential Enhancement Opportunities

This section focuses on the existing areas to identify potential enhancement opportunities related to the
project and to help avoid and minimize impacts. Chapter 4 focuses on the impacts, enhancements, and
mitigation.
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2.3.4.1. Landscape -

The existing Inner Loop corridor has limited areas of landscaping. A majority of the landscaping is along
the surface streets on either side of the Inner Loop. Where there is landscaping, it is generally gentle
slopes with a grass surface, tree lawn with some mature trees.

2.3.4.1. (1) Terrain -

The terrain along the Inner Loop is classified as flat terrain.

2.3.4.1. (2) Unusual Weather Conditions-

There are no unusual weather conditions within the project area.

2.3.4.1. (3) Visual Resources -

The portion of Inner Loop being studied splits the eastern edge of downtown from the residential east side
of the city. Downtown Rochester is along the north and west sides and the residential homes are along
the south and east sides of the Inner Loop in this area. A visual Impact Assessment has been completed
and describes existing visual resources within the project limits.

See Appendix | for further information.

2.3.4.2. Opportunities for Environmental Enhancements —

There are a few areas that will have practical opportunities for possible environmental enhancements in
the project limits. These enhancements could include but not be limited to a mix of pocket parks, infilling
the existing tree lawns with new street trees and planting rain gardens in appropriate places.

2.3.5. Miscellaneous

There are no miscellaneous topics of discussions.
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CHAPTER 3 — ALTERNATIVES

This chapter discusses the alternatives considered and examines the engineering aspects for all feasible
alternatives to address project objectives listed in Chapter 1 of this report.

This project concentrates on the 1-mile long segment of the Inner Loop from East Main Street at the north
end of the corridor to South Clinton Avenue at the south end. Two (2) options were considered for this
segment. The first option would be to retain the expressway and continue maintaining the facility for the
foreseeable future. The second Option (Alternative 1) that was considered was to remove the depressed
expressway altogether and replace it with an urban arterial city street that combines the user demand
from both Union and Pitkin Streets.

3.1. Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Further Study

The following alternatives were considered and are recommended for elimination from further study
based on a review of the project needs and objectives.

Null Alternative

Under this alternative, the basic infrastructure would be retained and maintenance and rehabilitation
efforts would be performed by the State, along with City forces, to extend the service life of the existing
pavement, structures and adjoining service roads and intersections. The original facility was built in 1965
and eventually will need significant investment.

Overall the existing expressway system and frontage road layout will require on-going and long term
investment to maintain:

1) The excessive underutilized expressway and frontage road system (four/six lane expressway plus
two/three lane frontage roads)

2) Retaining walls

3) Bridges at East Avenue, Broad Street and Monroe Avenue.

This option also would not address non-standard or non-conforming design features.

Maintaining the existing transportation network as is also does not consider the broader community needs
that include providing facilities for non-motorized users; breaking down superblocks that inhibit
accessibility to neighborhoods and nearby businesses and civic places; does not allow for optimal use of
the available real estate within the Center City; and does not consider the importance of reconnecting the
neighborhoods and Center City to ensure long term sustainability. For the aforementioned reasons, this
alternative has been eliminated from further consideration.

3.2. Feasible Build Alternatives

3.2.1. Description of Feasible Alternatives

Alternative 1 - Removal of the Inner Loop (Clinton Avenue to Richmond Street)

This alternative considers the complete removal of the Inner Loop and filling in the vacated depressed
corridor between Clinton Avenue and Richmond Street such that it matches existing adjoining grades on
either side of the expressway. As part of the Inner Loop removal effort, this alternative includes the
reconstruction of Union Street, as a two-way facility from Monroe Avenue to East Main Street, on its
existing alignment along the east side of the expressway corridor as an urban arterial city street. Pitkin
Street from East Avenue to Charlotte Street would be reconstructed as a one—way street with on-street
parking. The section of Pitkin Street from Chestnut Street to East Avenue would be eliminated.
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The existing Inner Loop expressway at the northern project limit will terminate via exit/entrance ramps that
connect to the newly reconstructed Union Street near the Richmond Street intersection. At the south end,
the existing 1-490 ramps will continue to traverse under Clinton Avenue, but will maintain the adjoining
existing topography to create an at-grade intersection with Monroe Avenue / Chestnut Street intersection.
The newly constructed road (Howell Street) will then traverse at-grade from the Monroe / Chestnut
intersection to South Union Street, thereby creating a 4-way intersection at Lafayette Park.

With the elimination of the depressed expressway corridor, significant quantities of existing reinforced
concrete retaining walls will no longer be required and three (3) existing bridges at Monroe Avenue,
Broad Street and East Avenue will be removed and replaced with at-grade roadways that will connect
directly to the newly reconstructed Union Street. Further addressing the need to reestablish the city grid
system and reconnect neighborhoods and business districts, Charlotte Street will be reconnected as it
existed prior to the Inner Loop construction.

New and/or upgraded signalization will occur at the following intersections within the project limits:

East Main Street / North Union Street

University Avenue / North Union Street

East Avenue / South Union Street

Broad Street / South Union Street

Howell Street / South Union Street

Monroe Avenue / Chestnut / Howell Street / 1-490 Ramps
Monroe Avenue / South Union Street

On-street parking and streetscape amenities including street lighting enhancements will be included.
Pedestrian accommodations will be provided within the project corridor with all features being designed in
conformance with ADA standards. The project will incorporate a two-way cycle track for bicyclists along
Union / Howell from Monroe Avenue to University Avenue.

The vacant land masses that will be created by the removal of the expressway, retaining walls and
bridges along the west side of Union Street will then become available for future residential, business,
commercial and/or institutional development.

See Appendix A for plans, profiles and typical sections for Alternative 1.

3.2.2 Preferred Alternative

Alternative 1 is the preferred option, as continuing to maintain the existing facility as is will not meet the
project goals and objectives. This alternative will meet the overall project goals and objectives by
eliminating the expressway system and creating a community-scale urban arterial city street that can
accommodate the projected traffic, allow for economic re-development and enhance community
cohesion.

Implementation of Alternative 1 will eliminate the need to maintain, rehabilitate or replace:

= Three (3) multi-span bridges;

= 70,000 square feet of retaining walls;

= Minimum of four (4) lane miles of the Inner Loop expressway system;

= Three (3) miles of highway shoulders, along with guide rail and other highway features.

This recommended Alternative 1, intended to transform the limited access expressway to an urban

arterial city street will therefore reduce the life-cycle costs to FHWA, NYSDOT, and the City of Rochester,
which all maintain or fund repairs and improvements to this transportation facility.
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3.2.3. Design Criteria for Feasible Alternative(s)

3.2.3.1. Design Standards -
3.2.3.2. Critical Design Elements -

Design standards for the various elements of the project are shown in the following Critical Design
Elements tables.

Critical Design Elements for Urban Minor Arterials
Howell Street (East), Union Street, Monroe Avenue, Chestnut Street, Broad Street, East Avenue

PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): No / Yes (Chestnut Only)
Route No. & Name: See Title Above Functional Class: Urban Minor Arterial
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Arterial
% Trucks: Varies (2% - 5%) Terrain: Level
ADT: Varies (5,500 — 21,500) Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. No
Existing Proposed
SUE SIETCETTE Condition Condition
. 30 mph (Minimum)
1 |Design Speed HDM Section 2.7.2.2 A 30 mph 30 mph (1)
Travel Lane: 11 ft. (minimum) 11 ft. 11 ft.
Wide Travel Lane: 12 ft. (minimum); 14 ft. (desirable) 12 ft. 12 ft.
Turning Lane: 11 ft. (minimum); 12 ft. (desirable) 11 ft. 11 ft.
. Two-Way Left Turn Lane: 11 ft. (min); 16 ft. (des.) 11 ft. 11 ft.
2 |Lane Width Parking Lane: 8 ft. (minimum); 12 ft. (desirable) 8 ft. 8 ft.
HDM Sections 2.7.2.2 B, Exhibit 2-4
Bike Lane: 5 ft. None 5 ft.
HDM Section 17.4.7, Exhibit 17-3, 17-4
Left Shoulder for divided arterials: 0 ft. (min.); 2 ft. (des.) 0 ft. 0 ft.
Right Shoulder for Bicycling, Lateral Offset, Etc.: 5 ft. (Min.) NA NA
3 [Shoulder Width (Curbed) Right Shoulder for Breakdowns, Turning Movements: 6 ft. (min.) NA NA
Wide Travel Lanes: 0 ft. to 4 ft. 0 ft. 0 ft.
HDM Sections 2.7.2.2 C, Exhibit 2-4
Full width of planned roadway. If on the NHS, HDM Chapter 2
4 |Bridge Roadway Width roadway widths shall be met. NA NA

Bridge Manual, Section 2.3

. 8% N N
5 |Maximum Grade HDM Section 2.7.2.2 E, Exhibit 2-4 1.25% 2.0%
. 250 ft. @ emax= 4% 60 ft.
6 |Horizontal Curvature HDM Section 2.7.2.2 F (Howell) 250 ft.
. 4.0% Maximum NC* NC*
7 |Superelevation Rate HDM Section 2.7.2.2 G, Exhibit 2-11 (Howell) (Howell)
. . . 200 ft.
8 | Stopping Sight Distance HDM Section 2.7.2.2 H. Exhibit 2-4 200 ft. 2151t
- . 0 ft. w/ barrier; 0 ft. w/ barrier;
) 0 ft. w/ barner', 1.5 ft V.V/O barrier, 1.5 ft. w/o barrier, | 1.5 ft. w/o barrier,
9 [Horizontal Clearance 3 ft. at intersections 31t at 3t at
HDM Section 2.7.2.2 | . C ) e
intersections intersections
. 14’-0” (minimum); 14’-6" (desirable)
10 | Vertical Clearance Bridge Manual, Section 2.4 NA NA
Travel Lanes - 1.5% Min. to 2% Max. 2.0% 2.0%
11| Pavement Cross Slope Parking Lanes - 1.5% Min. to 5% Max. 2.0% 2.0%
HDM Section 2.7.2.2 K
0, - 90,
12 | Rollover 4.0% between lanes; 8% at edge of traveled way 4.0% 4.0%

HDM Section 2.7.2.2 L
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Critical Design Elements for Urban Minor Arterials

Howell Street (East), Union Street, Monroe Avenue, Chestnut Street, Broad Street, East Avenue

PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): No / Yes (Chestnut Only)
Route No. & Name: See Title Above Functional Class: Urban Minor Arterial
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Arterial
% Trucks: Varies (2% - 5%) Terrain: Level
ADT: Varies (5,500 — 21,500) Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. No
Existing Proposed
Sz SErmeEne Condition Condition
New/Replacement: AASHTO HL-93 live load and
. the NYSDOT Design Permit Vehicle
13| Structural Capacity Rehabilitation: HS 20 Live Load NA NA
Bridge Manual, Section 2.6
14 | Level of Service NA NA NA
15| Control of Access NA NA NA
. . 5’ Sidewalk . .
16 | Pedestrian Accommodation Complies with HDM Chapter 18 and ADAAG 5 ft. (min.) 5 ft. (min.)
17 | Median Width NA NA NA
1) The Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that the use of a Design Speed of 30 mph is consistent with the anticipated off-peak
85" percentile speed within the range of functional class speeds for the terrain and volume. (Refer to Section 2.3.1.5 Speeds and
Delays for additional information on speed data).
2) An * denotes a non-standard feature. See Section 3.3.3.2 and Appendix E for further information.
Critical Design Elements for Urban Local Streets
Charlotte St, Howell St (West), Pitkin St, Savannah St
PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): No
Route No. & Name: See Title Above Functional Class: Urban Local
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Local
% Trucks: 2% Terrain: Level
ADT: Varies (500 — 1,700) Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. No
Existing Proposed
SemeEns SUEMEENE Condition Condition
1 |Design Speed 30 mph 30 mph 30 mph (1)
HDM Section 2.7.4.2 A
Travel Lane: 10 ft. (minimum); 11 ft. (desirable) 11 ft. 11 ft.
Wide Travel Lane: 12 ft. (minimum); 14 ft. (desirable) 12 ft. 12 ft.
) ) ) Parking Lane: 7 ft. (minimum); 8 ft. (desirable) 8 ft. 8 ft.
2 |Lane Width (With Curbing) HDM Sections 2.7.4.2 B, Exhibit 2-8
Bike Lane: 5 ft. None 5
HDM Section 17.4.7, Exhibit 17-3, 17-4
Left Shoulder for divided arterials: O ft. (min.); 2 ft. (des.) NA NA
Right Shoulder for Bicycling, Lateral Offset, Etc.: 5 ft. (Min.) NA NA
3 [Shoulder Width (Curbed) Right Shoulder for Breakdowns, Turning Movements: 6 ft. (min.) NA NA
Wide Travel Lanes: O ft. to 4 ft. 0ft 0ft
HDM Sections 2.7.4.2 C, Exhibit 2-8
Full approach roadway width, but never less than Table R of
4 |Bridge Roadway Width Appendix 2A or greater than Table N of Appendix 2A.; Bridge NA NA
Manual, Section 2.3
. 8% (Commercial/Industrial); 15% (Residential)
5 |Maximum Grade HDM Section 2.7.4.2 E, Exhibit 2-8 1.5% 2.5%
) 250 ft. @ emax= 4% 200 ft. *
6 |Horizontal Curvature HDM Section 2.7.4.2 F, Exhibit 2-8 (Pitkin) 2751t
. 4.0% Maximum
7 |Superelevation Rate HDM Section 2.7.4.2 G, Exhibit 2-11 NC 2%
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Critical Design Elements for Urban Local Streets
Charlotte St, Howell St (West), Pitkin St, Savannah St
PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): No
Route No. & Name: See Title Above Functional Class: Urban Local
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Local
% Trucks: 2% Terrain: Level
ADT: Varies (500 — 1,700) Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. No
Existing Proposed
SEmE clizmikre Condition Condition
8 | Stopping Sight Distance 200 ft. 250 ft 250 ft
HDM Section 2.7.4.2 H, Exhibit 2-8 ’ ’
0 ft. w/ barrier; 1.5 ft. w/o barrier, 0 ft. w/ barrier; 0 ft. w/ barrier;
9 |Horizontal Clearance 3 ft. at intersections 1.5 ft. w/o barrier, 1.5 ft. w/o barrier,
HDM Section 2.7.2.2 | 3 ft. at intersections | 3 ft. at intersections
. 14’-0" (minimum); 14’-6” (desirable)
10 | Vertical Clearance Bridge Manual, Section 2.4 NA NA
Travel Lanes - 1.5% Min. to 2% Max. 2.0% 2.0%
11| Pavement Cross Slope Parking Lanes - 1.5% Min. to 5% Max. 2.0% 2.0%
HDM Section 2.7.2.2 K
4.0% between lanes; 8% at edge of traveled way
12 | Rollover HDM Section 2.7.4.2 L 4.0% 4.0%
New/Replacement: AASHTO HL-93 live load and
. the NYSDOT Design Permit Vehicle
13 | Structural Capacity Rehabilitation: HS 20 Live Load NA NA
Bridge Manual, Section 2.6
14 | Level of Service NA NA NA
15 | Control of Access NA NA NA
. . 5’ Sidewalk : .
16 | Pedestrian Accommodation Complies with HDM Chapter 18 and ADAAG 5 ft. (min.) 5 ft. (min.)
17 | Median Width NA NA NA

1) The Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that the use of a Design Speed of 30 mph is consistent with the anticipated off-peak
85" percentile speed within the range of functional class speeds for the terrain and volume. (Refer to Section 2.3.1.5 Speeds and

Delays for additional information on speed data).
2) An * denotes a non-standard feature. See Section 3.3.3.2 and Appendix E for further information.

Critical Design Elements for Single Lane Ramps (Inner Loop and 1-490)

PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): Yes
Route No. & Name: Inner Loop On / Off & 1-490 Off Functional Class: Other Roadways
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Non-Interstate Ramps
% Trucks: 5% Terrain: Level
ADT: Varies (4,000 — 6,500) Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. Qualifying Highway
Existing Proposed
Simens SUEMEENE Condition Condition
1 |Design Speed 30 mph (miniml_lljlgnlgﬂSseerzii—ol?]irzc-:ﬁtlsclgrrection Ramps NA 30 mph (1)
Travel Lane: 14 ft. (Minimum)(Varies by Radii) NA 14 ft. — 17 ft.
Traveled Way Width: 21ft. (Minimum)(Varies by Radii) NA 23 ft. - 26 ft.

2 |Lane Width

HDM Sections 2.7.5.4 B,

Exhibit 2-9b — Case Il, Condition C
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Critical Design Elements for Single Lane Ramps (Inner Loop and 1-490)

PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): Yes
Route No. & Name: Inner Loop On / Off & 1-490 Off Functional Class: Other Roadways
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Non-Interstate Ramps
% Trucks: 5% Terrain: Level
ADT: Varies (4,000 — 6,500) Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. Qualifying Highway
Existing Proposed
Sz SEMeEn Condition Condition
With Curb
0 ft. (Minimum), 2’ Desirable NA NA
3 [Shoulder Width With-out Curb
Left Side: 3 ft. (minimum) NA 3ft.
Right Side: 6 ft. (minimum) NA 6 ft.
HDM Sections 2.7.5.4 B, Exhibit 2-10
4 | Bridge Roadway Width The lane and shoulder widths are to be carried across NA g’
all ramp structures.
5 [Maximum Grade 7% NA 4.25%
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 E, Exhibit 2-10 B
) 231 ft. @ emax= 6%
6 |Horizontal Curvature HDM Section 2.7.5.2 F, Exhibit 2-10 NA 485 ft. / 150 ft. (3)
) 6.0% Maximum
7 |Superelevation Rate HDM Section 2.7.5.2 G, Exhibit 2-13 NA 6% /4% (3)
8 | Stopping Sight Distance 200 ft NA 202 ft
ppIng Sig HDM Section 2.7.5.2 H, Exhibit 2-10 :
Right: Greater of Shoulder Width or 6 ft.; Left: 3 ft.; when
ramps pass under structures, there should be an 0 ft. w/ barrier;
9 |Horizontal Clearance additional 4 ft. clearance beyond outside of shoulders to NA 1.5 ft. w/o barrier,
bridge piers or abutments 3 ft. at intersections
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 |
. 14°-0” (minimum); 14'-6” (desirable) , ,
10 [ Vertical Clearance Bridge Manual, Section 2.4 14.09 14.15
1.5% Min. to 2% Max. NA 2.0%
11 | Pavement Cross Slope HDM Section 2.7.5.2 K
12 | Rollover 4.0% between lanes; 8% at edge of traveled way NA 0%
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 L
New/Replacement: AASHTO HL-93 live load and
. the NYSDOT Design Permit Vehicle
13 | Structural Capacity Rehabilitation: HS 20 Live Load NA NA
Bridge Manual, Section 2.6
14 | Level of Service NA NA NA
Fully Controlled, Control should extend beyond ramp
15 [ Control of Access terminal at least 100 ft. in Urban areas NA NA
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 O
. . 5’ Sidewalk at Ramp Terminals . .
16 | Pedestrian Accommodation Complies with HDM Chapter 18 and ADAAG 5 ft. (min.) 5 ft. (min.)
17 | Median Width NA NA NA

1) The Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that the use of a Design Speed of 30 mph is consistent with the anticipated off-peak
85" percentile speed within the range of functional class speeds for the terrain and volume. (Refer to Section 2.3.1.5 Speeds and
Delays for additional information on speed data).

2) An * denotes a non-standard feature. See Section 3.3.3.2 and Appendix E for further information.

3) Proposed values for ramp terminals. Design speed dos not apply to ramp terminals per HDM 2.7.5.2.A.
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Critical Design Elements for Multi-Lane Ramps (I-490)
PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): Yes
Route No. & Name: 1-490 On / Off Functional Class: Other Roadways
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Non-Interstate Ramps
% Trucks: 5% Terrain: Level
ADT: Varies (6,500 — 20,500) Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. Qualifying Highway
Existing Proposed
Sz SEMeEn Condition Condition
. 30 mph (minimum) Semi-Direct Connection Ramps
1 |Design Speed HDM Section 2.7.5.2 A NA 30 mph (1)
Travel Lane: 12 ft. (Minimum)(Varies by Radii) NA 12 ft.
) Traveled Way Width: 28ft. (Minimum)(Varies by Radii) NA 28 ft.
2 |Lane Width HDM Sections 2.7.5.4 B,
Exhibit 2-9b — Case lIl, Condition C
With Curb
0 ft. (Minimum), 2’ Desirable NA 2 ft.
) With-out Curb
3 [Shoulder Width Left Side: 3 ft. (minimum) NA
Right Side: 6 ft. (minimum) NA 8 ft.
HDM Sections 2.7.5.4 B,
Exhibit 2-10
4 |Bridge Roadway Width The lane and shoulder widths are to be carried across 48 48’
all ramp structures.
5 [Maximum Grade 7% NA 0.86%
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 E, Exhibit 2-10 o070
) 231 ft. @ emax= 6%
6 |Horizontal Curvature HDM Section 2.7.5.2 F, Exhibit 2-10 NA NA /1000 ft.(3)
. 6.0% Maximum
7 |Superelevation Rate HDM Section 2.7.5.2 G. Exhibit 2-13 NA NC / NC (3)
8 | Stopping Sight Distance 200 ft. NA 305 ft
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 H, Exhibit 2-10 '
Right: Greater of Shoulder Width or 6 ft.; Left: 3 ft.; when
ramps pass under structures, there should be an 0 ft. w/ barrier;
9 |Horizontal Clearance additional 4 ft. clearance beyond outside of shoulders to NA 1.5 ft. w/o barrier,
bridge piers or abutments 3 ft. at intersections
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 |
. 14’-0" (minimum); 14’-6" (desirable) , ,
10 | Vertical Clearance Bridge Manual, Section 2.4 14.48 14.32
1.5% Min. to 2% Max. NA 2.0%
11 | Pavement Cross Slope HDM Section 2.7.5.2 K
12 | Rollover 4.0% between lanes; 8% at edge of traveled way NA 4.0%
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 L
New/Replacement: AASHTO HL-93 live load and
. the NYSDOT Design Permit Vehicle
13| Structural Capacity Rehabilitation: HS 20 Live Load NA NA
Bridge Manual, Section 2.6
14 | Level of Service NA NA NA
Fully Controlled, Control should extend beyond ramp
15 | Control of Access terminal at least 100 ft. in Urban areas NA NA
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 O
) . 5’ Sidewalk at Ramp Terminals . .
16 | Pedestrian Accommodation Complies with HDM Chapter 18 and ADAAG 5 ft. (min.) 5 ft. (min.)
17 | Median Width NA NA NA
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1) The Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that the use of a Design Speed of 30 mph is consistent with the anticipated off-peak
85" percentile speed within the range of functional class speeds for the terrain and volume. (Refer to Section 2.3.1.5 Speeds and
Delays for additional information on speed data).

2) An * denotes a non-standard feature. See Section 3.3.3.2 and Appendix E for further information.

3) Proposed values for ramp terminals. Design speed dos not apply to ramp terminals per HDM 2.7.5.2.A.

Critical Design Elements for Right Turn Slip Ramp (Chestnut to [-490)

PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): Yes
Route No. & Name: Inner Loop / 1-490 Functional Class: Other Roadways
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Non-Interstate Ramps
% Trucks: 5% Terrain: Level
ADT: 12,000 Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. Qualifying Highway
Existin Proposed
Sz SEMeEn Conditiogn Con%ition

10 mph (minimum) Free Flow Turning Roadways

1 |Design Speed HDM Section 2.7.5.4 B 10 mph 20 mph (1)
Travel Lane: 18 ft. (Minimum) 12 ft. — 14 ft. 18 ft.
) Traveled Way Width: 26ft. (Minimum) 26’ 28’
2 |Lane Width HDM Sections 2.7.5.4 B,
Exhibit 2-9b — Case II, Condition C
With Curb
0 ft. (Minimum), 2’ Desirable 0 ft. 2 ft. (Left side)
) With-out Curb
3 | Shoulder Width Left Side: 3 ft. (minimum)
Right Side: 6 ft. (minimum) 8 ft. (Right Side)
HDM Sections 2.7.5.4 B,
Exhibit 2-10
4 |Bridge Roadway Width The lane and shoulder widths are to be carried across NA NA
all ramp structures.
5 |Maximum Grade 8% 1.2% 1.2%
HDM Section 2.7.5.4 B, Exhibit 2-10 ’ '
. 86 ft. @ emax= 4%
6 [Horizontal Curvature HDM Section 2.7.5.2 F, Exhibit 2-10 65 ft. 110 ft.
. 4.0% Maximum
7 |Superelevation Rate HDM Section 2.7.5.4 B, Exhibit 2-11 NC NC
8 |Stopping Sight Distance . 1151t - 235 ft 237 ft
HDM Section 2.7.5.4 B, Exhibit 2-10 ' '
Right: Greater of Shoulder Width or 6 ft.; 6 ft.’ 6 ft.
9 [Horizontal Clearance Left: : Greater of Shoulder Width or 4 ft.; 4 ft. 4 ft.
HDM Section 2.7.5.4 B
. 14’-0” (minimum); 14’-6” (desirable)
10 | Vertical Clearance Bridge Manual, Section 2.4 NA NA
1.5% Min. to 2% Max. 2.0% 2.0%
11 | Pavement Cross Slope HDM Section 2.7.5.2 K
12 | Rollover 4.0% between lanes; 8% at edge of traveled way 4.0% 0%
HDM Section 2.7.5.2 L
New/Replacement: AASHTO HL-93 live load and
. the NYSDOT Design Permit Vehicle
13 | Structural Capacity Rehabilitation: HS 20 Live Load NA NA
Bridge Manual, Section 2.6
14 | Level of Service NA NA NA
Fully Controlled, Control should extend beyond ramp
15 | Control of Access terminal at least 100 ft. in Urban areas NA NA

HDM Section 2.7.5.2 O
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Critical Design Elements for Right Turn Slip Ramp (Chestnut to [-490)

PIN: 4940.T7 NHS (Y/N): Yes
Route No. & Name: Inner Loop / 1-490 Functional Class: Other Roadways
Project Type: Reconstruction Design Class: Non-Interstate Ramps
% Trucks: 5% Terrain: Level
ADT: 12,000 Truck Access/Qualifying Hwy. Qualifying Highway
Existing Proposed
SEC! SETEEE Condition Condition
: : 5’ Sidewalk at Ramp Terminals . .
Pedestrian Accommodation Complies with HDM Chapter 18 and ADAAG 5 ft. (min.) 5 ft. (min.)
Median Width NA NA NA

1) The Regional Traffic Engineer has concurred that the use of a Design Speed of 30 mph is consistent with the anticipated off-peak
85™ percentile speed within the range of functional class speeds for the terrain and volume. (Refer to Section 2.3.1.5 Speeds and
Delays for additional information on speed data).

2) An * denotes a non-standard feature. See Section 3.3.3.2 and Appendix E for further information.

3.2.3.3. Other Design Parameters -

Exhibit 3.2.3.3 a
Other Design Parameters

Highway or Feature

Element Criteria Proposed Condition
1 Level of Service D C
(for non — interstate projects)
2 |Drainage Design Storm 10-year storm event 10-year storm event
_ Average maintained — 1.2 fc
3 [Street Lighting Uniformity — 4:1 Avg. / Min.

3.3. Engineering Considerations

3.3.1. Operations (Traffic and Safety) & Maintenance

3.3.1.1. Functional Classification and National Highway System -

By removing the Inner Loop, Alternative 1 will result in the elimination of the Principal Arterial Expressway
on the National Highway System. Union Street will retain a functional classification of a Minor Urban
Arterial and Howell Street, between Monroe Avenue and South Union Street, is anticipated to change
from an Urban Local Road to a Minor Urban Arterial. All other roadways will retain their existing functional
classification.

3.3.1.2. Control of Access -

The new facility will serve as an urban arterial with adjoining land uses requiring driveway access, and
therefore the right-of-way will be with access. The 1-490 ramps west of Monroe Avenue will retain its
right-of-way without access status. In addition the new Inner Loop ramps near the intersection of
Richmond Street will also have a short segment of Right-of-Way along Union Street without access.
Control of Access will be finalized as part of the land transfer between the City of Rochester and
NYSDOT.
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3.3.1.3. Traffic Control Devices -
3.3.1.3. (1) Traffic Signals —

Traffic signals are proposed at the following intersections:
= |- 490 Ramps @ Monroe Avenue/Chestnut Street
=  South Union Street @ Broad Street
=  South Union Street @ East Avenue
= South Union Street @ Howell Street

Existing Traffic Signal Modifications are proposed at the following intersections:
= South Union Street @ Monroe Avenue
= North Union Street @ University Avenue
= North Union Street @ East Main Street

All other intersections within the study limits will remain as is.

3.3.1.3. (2) Signs -

Existing signs will be evaluated and replaced as necessary, and new signs will be added where required.
3.3.1.4. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) -

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) improvements will include the installation of underground conduit
in order to accommodate future hard-wire connections between coordinated traffic signals and the
Monroe County Regional Traffic Operations Center (RTOC). In addition two traffic cameras will be
included in the proposed alternative as discussed in Section 2.3.1.4. These locations are S. Union Street
@ Broad Street or S. Union Street @ East Ave. and Monroe Ave. / Chestnut @ Howell Street

3.3.1.5. Speeds and Delay -
3.3.1.5. (1) Proposed Speed Limit —

The posted speed limit for all City Streets will be 30 mph. The ramp speed limits will retain the posted
speed limit of their respective expressway, Inner Loop (45 mph) and 1-490 (40 mph), with advisory
warning signs where required.

3.3.1.5. (2) Travel Time Estimates —

While travel speeds may be lower than on the previous expressway, overall traffic operations will operate
at acceptable levels on the arterial network and accessibility for pedestrian and bicycle traffic will be
notably improved. Levels of operations at each of the corridor intersection are projected to be LOS D or
better, hence no travel time estimates are required.

3.3.1.6. Traffic Volumes —

The projected traffic volumes are not anticipated to change or increase as a direct result of the preferred
alternative. Instead, Inner Loop traffic will be rerouted to the new urban arterial city street. Minor
redistribution of traffic along the new street grid system will result with the change of ramp locations and
conversion of Union Street to two-way traffic from Monroe Avenue to East Main Street. Alternative 1 uses
a higher growth rate (0.75% per year) to forecast future traffic. The higher growth rate accommodates the
potential traffic from development of vacated land with removal of the Inner Loop. Refer to Appendix G for
traffic flow diagrams.
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Exhibit 3.3.1.6 a
Traffic Volume Summary

Null Alternative 1
Location ETC + 20 (2035) ETC +20 (2035)
ADT DHV DDHV ADT DHV DDHV
Inner Loop Expressway
Monroe Avenue to Broad St. 7,920 680 425 - - -
East Main Street to Scio St. 11,935 800 540 11,935 800 540
Union Street
Howell St. to East Ave. 4,900 490 490 14,000 1,590 768
Richmond St. to University Ave. 6,350 635 635 5,600 608 485
Pitkin Street
Chestnut to East Ave. 2,700 270 270 - - -
East Ave.to E. Main St. 2,300 235 235 470 50 50

3.3.1.7. Level of Service and Mobility —
3.3.1.7 (1) At Project Completion & Design Year —

Development of the intersection geometric and traffic control treatments was an iterative process.
Capacity analysis was first used to establish minimum requirements to meet capacity design standards.
Various options were identified for each intersection through agency and stakeholder involvement. Each
major category of options assessed and evaluated is detailed in a memo titled “Inner Loop East —
Intersection Alternatives — Capacity Analysis in Appendix G. This memo breaks down various alternatives
at each location including traditional T-intersections, 4-way intersections, off-set intersections,
roundabouts, stop sign control, and traffic signal control options. Each of these options was presented at
the public meeting and reviewed by various neighborhood stakeholders and each of the agencies
involved in the project. Alternative 1 considers not just capacity needs, but also addressed and
incorporates pedestrian crossing amenities, bicycle intersection accommodations, and cycle track
treatments. Exhibit 3.3.1.7a shows the capacity analysis results at each of the corridor intersections.

Alternative 1 results in intersection LOS of C or better in ETC+20 (2035) for all the intersections within the
project limits with the exception of the Union / East intersection. This segment of roadway has recently
undergone a road diet changing the original 4-lane section into a 3-lane section (one travel lane in each
direction with a center median / turn lane) in order to accommodate on-street parking. The 3-lane section
will operate at an overall LOS D with a few movements with high volume/capacity ratios. The intersection
was reevaluated utilizing the original 4-lane configuration and resulted in overall LOS C. The City of
Rochester will monitor the intersection, and if required in the future, reestablish the 4-lane section to
accommodate traffic needs. It should be noted that three intersections (Monroe / Chestnut, Union / Broad
and Union / East) within the corridor will require special attention due to the cycle track. A detailed
analysis of the cycle track - traffic signal operation, is included in Appendix G. Considering this will be the
first two-way cycle track in the region, protected left turn phasing is being recommended at this time.
Protected phasing will cause lower levels of operations during the peak hours; however, the safety of
various multi-modal users through these intersections is important. Alternative traffic signal phasing and
timing that show better intersection capacity operations is provided with advantages and disadvantages
outlined in the memo.
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Level of Service Table (Alternative 1)

Exhibit 3.3.1.7 a

AM PEAK HOUR

PM PEAK HOUR

LANE
INTERSECTION GRPOUP Rxlﬁo DELAY LOS Rxlﬁo DELAY LOS
EB-L 0.73 50.3 D 0.70 715 E
EB-TR 0.60 19.2 B 0.53 25.1 C
WB-TR 0.67 45.8 D 0.95 62.1 E
Inner Loop/Howell
Street & NB-L 0.51 23.8 C 0.97 74.4 E
Chestnut NB-TR 0.63 24.7 C 0.41 18.6 B
Street/Monroe Avenue SB-L 0.27 35.2 D 0.11 24.6 C
Signalized
SB-T 0.59 39.6 D 0.92 54.5 D
SB-R 0.20 0.3 A 0.85 6.6 A
Intersection - 28.1 C - 33.9 C
EB-LTR 0.54 17.6 B 0.76 28.1 C
Howell Street & WB-LTR 0.02 10.2 B 0.02 13.8 B
S Union Street NB-LTR 0.79 21.5 C 0.50 17.6 B
Signalized SB-LTR 0.66 6.3 A 0.93 227 C
Intersection - 15.2 B - 22.6 C
EB-L 0.31 28.2 C 0.35 33.7 C
EB-T 0.75 40.5 D 0.50 36.3 D
WB-TR 0.06 6.2 A 0.12 9.0 A
S Union Street & NB-L 0.67 30.3 C 0.86 39.9 D
Monroe Avenue
Signalized NB-T 0.02 5.3 A 0.02 15.5 B
NB-R 0.43 6.7 A 0.54 19.5 B
SB-LTR 0.63 13.7 B 0.64 13.1 B
Intersection - 18.9 B - 21.2 C
EB-L 0.37 39.3 D 0.82 50.5 D
EB-R 0.21 36.3 D 0.58 38.4 D
S Union Street & NB-L 0.59 35.7 D 0.39 38.0 D
E Broad Street
Signalized NB-T 0.49 4.7 A 0.61 12.0 B
SB-TR 0.91 27.8 C 0.82 20.4 C
Intersection - 19.7 B - 245 C
EB-L 0.13 18.4 B 0.16 15.5 B
EB-TR 0.56 34.8 C 0.99 65.2 E
WB-L 0.51 25.2 C 0.50 23.6 C
S Union Street & WB-TR 0.84 46.1 D 0.72 32.4 C
Sigizﬁ; avense NB-L 0.82 76.0 E 0.41 47.7 D
Section NB-TR 0.59 22.2 C 0.95 43.2 D
SB-L 0.58 19.2 B 0.93 60.7 E
SB-TR 0.89 55.6 E 0.97 69.4 E
Intersection - 37.6 D - 50.5 D
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Exhibit 3.3.1.7 a
Level of Service Table (Alternative 1)

AM PEAK HOUR

PM PEAK HOUR

LANE
INTERSECTION
GRPOUP ViC ViC
RATIO | DELAY LOS RATIO | DELAY LOS
EB-T 0.15 0.0 A 0.39 0.0 A
East Avenue & WB-T 0.32 0.0 A 0.29 0.0 A
Pitkin Street
Unsignalized SB-LR 0.11 16.6 C 0.10 17.3 C
Intersection - 0.7 A - 0.5 A
EB-LTR 0.15 17.6 C 0.24 20.9 C
N Union Street & WB-LTR 0.20 17.0 C 0.32 20.8 C
Charlotte Street NB-LTR 0.20 0.6 A 0.28 0.8 A
Unsignalized SB-LTR 0.02 0.4 A 0.03 07 A
Intersection - 1.6 A - 2.4 A
EB-TR 0.03 0.0 A 0.04 0.0 A
Charlotte Street & WB-LT 0.00 0.2 A 0.00 0.2 A
Pitkin Street
Unsignalized SB-LTR 0.07 10.0 A 0.07 10.4 B
Intersection - 3.1 A - 2.4 A
EB-LR 0.66 18.6 C 0.74 23.3 C
N Union Street & WB-R 0.03 10.2 B 0.04 11.7 B
Inner Loop/Richmond NB-L 0.28 9.0 A 0.35 9.0 A
Street NB-T 0.18 0.0 A 0.32 0.0 A
Unsignalized SB-TR 0.15 0.0 A 0.08 0.0 A
Intersection - 8.8 A - 9.9 A
EB-LTR 0.30 3.2 A 0.30 3.2 A
N Union Street & WB-LTR 0.30 7.9 A 0.29 9.8 A
University Avenue NB-LTR 0.72 41.9 D 0.72 22.3 C
Signalized SB-LTR 0.64 51.4 D 0.25 45.9 D
Intersection - 18.2 B - 13.4 B
EB-L 0.13 2.3 A 0.01 1.0 A
EB-TR 0.57 33.8 C 0.71 29.4 C
WB-L 0.38 14.3 B 0.20 12.3 B
N Union Street & WB-TR 0.76 33.0 C 0.72 31.3 C
Main Street
Signalized NB-LT 0.31 47.3 D 0.32 48.3 D
NB-R 0.31 26.3 C 0.46 19.7 B
SB-LTR 0.37 14.2 B 0.25 9.0 A
Intersection - 30.3 C - 28.8 C
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Exhibit 3.3.1.7 a
Level of Service Table (Alternative 1)

L ANE AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

INTERSECTION GRPOUP Rxlﬁo DELAY LOS Rxlﬁo DELAY LOS

EB-L 0.17 29.3 C 0.31 27.5 C

EB-TR 0.39 245 C 0.62 21.5 C

EB-R 0.27 8.4 A 0.35 4.9 A

University Avenue & WB-TR 0.92 8.3 A 0.70 3.8 A

Main Street NB-L 0.58 36.4 D 0.49 45.7 D

Signalized NB-LTR 0.56 32.1 C 0.48 42.5 D

SB-L 0.73 41.4 D 0.70 40.6 D

SB-LTR 0.72 35.9 D 0.70 36.0 D

Intersection - 23.5 C - 22.6 C

EB-L 0.09 26.8 C 0.27 36.3 D

EB-TR 0.30 24.7 C 0.56 28.7 C

University WB-L 0.02 6.8 A 0.03 6.6 A

Avenue/Pitkin Street WB-T 0.32 6.6 A 0.25 55 A

Maingétreet WB-R 0.31 1.8 A 0.24 1.5 A

Signalized SB-L 0.21 26.1 C 0.26 27.3 C

SB-TR 0.06 23.2 C 0.06 22.6 C

Intersection - 12.9 B - 17.4 B

3.3.1.7 (2) - Work Zone Safety & Mobility —

A. Work Zone Traffic Control Plan —

It is anticipated that multiple on-site and off-site detours will be required as part of the project. Access
along Union Street and Pitkin Street including parking, will be maintained during construction. 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 -

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) -
The Region has determined that the subject project is significant per 23 CFR 630.1010.
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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3.3.1.8. Safety Considerations, Accident History and Analysis —
Several safety improvements will be incorporated into the preferred alternative and are listed below.

At several locations throughout the project corridor, curb bump-outs will be provided to serve as a traffic
calming features and also provide a shorter crossing distance for pedestrians. In addition these bump-
outs will help protect parked vehicles along the corridor.

The project will also include several pavement marking improvements as part of the project. To provide a
longer lasting and higher visibility marking for motorists, the existing pavement striping will be replaced
with epoxy reflectorized pavement markings. In addition high visibility crosswalks will be incorporated into
the final design.

The project will replace several infrastructure elements within the corridor. Traffic signs will be replaced
using the new National Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and the New York State
Supplement to the National MUTCD standards. In addition, the existing traffic signals will be replaced as
part of the project.

Safety improvements for pedestrians include countdown timers at signalized intersections, new concrete
sidewalks and ADA compliant ramps. In addition, new high visibility crosswalk pavement markings and
curb bump outs will aid pedestrians in crossing the existing roadways.

Safety improvements for bicyclists include a two way cycle track to separate cyclists from vehicular traffic.
In addition, bike boxes and integration with the traffic signal operations will also improve safety for
cyclists.

The horizontal clearance criteria within the project corridor will be 1.5', except at intersections where 3’ of
clearance would be preferred. Typical encroachments consist of traffic signs, light poles and utility poles
and trees. Traffic signs will be replaced and placed to meet the horizontal clearance requirement of 1.5'.
Utility poles will be evaluated and relocated to also accommodate the 1.5’ horizontal clearance
requirement. New street light pole and trees will also maintain a minimum of 1.5’ of clearance.

The proposed alternative will result in the elimination of all non-standard and non-conforming features
identified in Section 2.3.3.2 associated with the removal of the Inner Loop expressway. The non-standard
features on the local network will also be eliminated with the exception of the non-standard
superelevation on Howell Street.

3.3.1.9. Impacts on Police, Fire Protection and Ambulance Access -

The impact of the preferred alternative on emergency vehicles that routinely use this route will be
temporary during the construction phase of the project. With the re-established grid street system, and
providing two-way operations along Union Street from Monroe Avenue to East Main Street, improved
circulation and access will result.

3.3.1.10. Parking Regulations and Parking Related Issues —

Union Street will include on-street parking amenities, along both sides, which will also serve to support
future land development on the vacant parcels created by the removal of the Inner Loop expressway. In
addition, parking lanes have been formalized along Howell and Pitkin streets to increase parking within

the project corridor. During the final design phase, the City of Rochester will assess and recommend
parking regulations for the corridor.

3.3.1.11. Lighting —

The existing lighting system will be replaced to increase the lighting levels within the project limits.
Detailed lighting plans will be developed during the final design phase of the project.
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3.3.1.12. Ownership and Maintenance Jurisdiction —

The Inner Loop expressway will be removed, thereby absolving the State of most of its ownership and
maintenance responsibilities for the facility’s upkeep. The 1-490 ramps to Monroe Avenue will remain the
ownership and maintenance responsibility of the State. In addition, the new Inner Loop ramps near
Richmond Street will remain under NYSDOT jurisdiction.

All other impacted roads will continue to be owned and maintained by the City of Rochester.

All other facilities will retain ownership as described in Section 2.3.1.12.

3.3.1.13. Constructability Review -

The City of Rochester’'s Department of Environmental Services, Construction division, in conjunction with
NYSDOT, will review the final plans for constructability related issues.

3.3.2. Multimodal

3.3.2.1. Pedestrians —

As is the case with most City streets, pedestrian facilities will be provided on both sides of the newly
constructed roads and will be designed to conform to ADA standards. Intersections will include
appropriately designed cross-walks, sidewalk ramps, and pedestrian signal heads and push buttons. The
elimination of the Inner Loop expressway, with its restrictions on pedestrian and bicycle traffic, will
correspondingly remove this natural barrier between the Center City and the adjoining neighborhoods
thereby improving accessibility for all foot traffic.

3.3.2.2. Bicyclists —

Alternative 1 will effectively reconnect the local grid street system and will provide improved accessibility
between the Center City and adjacent neighborhoods through new east/west connections. A dedicated
two-way cycle track, which will be physically separated from Union Street, is also proposed from Monroe
Avenue to University Avenue.

3.3.2.3. Transit -

RGRTA will need to reroute various existing RTS bus routes to the new at-grade arterial if transit service
is desired with the reconnected street grid system. Alternative routes and local stops will be identified
during the final design phase in cooperation with RGRTA.

3.3.2.4. Airports, Railroad Stations, and Ports —

No changes are proposed; no conflicts are expected.

3.3.2.5. Access to Recreation Areas (Parks, Trails, Waterways, and State Lands) -

Although the Inner Loop expressway will be removed, the City’s original grid system will be reestablished,
thus no changes are proposed.

3.3.3. Infrastructure

3.3.3.1. Proposed Highway Section -

Alternative 1, which includes an at-grade arterial (Union and Howell Streets), will typically take the form of
a three to four lane curbed city street.
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Based on the spacing of intersections and adjacent parcel access, center flush medians and left turn
lanes will also be provided. The posted speed limit along the new arterial will be 30 MPH.

Refer to Appendix A for typical sections.

3.3.3.1. (1) Right of Way - The table below represents the ROW acquisitions that will be required for this
project. The proposed project will also require multiple Grading Releases throughout the corridor.

Exhibit 3.3.3.1
Right-of-Way Acquisitions
Type of Estimated
Property Owner Property Address Tax Map No. Acquisition Acquisition Area
109 S Union Street LLC 216 Monroe Ave 121.41-2-6 PE 48 sf.
109 S Union Street LLC 111 South Union 121.41-2-2 TE/PE 352 sf. / 810 sf.
Street
Richard Winterroth & Carl 68-70 North Union 106.82-3-30 PE 50 sf.
Zizzo Street
Christian Bethel Fellowship 321 East Ave 121.33-1-9.3 TE/PE 4,286 sf./
Church Rochester 2.749 sf.
Bethel Full Gospel Church 292 East Ave 121.25-1-42 PE 38 sf.
ESL Federal Credit Union 255 Chestnut St 121.0-21.002 TE 792 sf.
Margaret Woodbury Strong 1 Manhattan Square 121.33-1-5 TE/PE/FEE 22,261 sf. /
Museum Drive 4,507 sf. /
1,384 sf.

3.3.3.1. (2) Curb — All new or improved roadways will include vertical face granite curbing per City of
Rochester standards.

3.3.3.1. (3) Grades — The proposed grades will follow the existing topography of the corridor. Grades are
typically less than 2%. The proposed Inner Loop ramps will require grades of approximately 4.25% to
traverse back under the East Main Street Bridge and reconnect to the existing Inner Loop mainline
elevations.

3.3.3.1. (4) Intersection Geometry and Conditions — Most of the proposed intersections will be
constructed as typical 4-way urban intersections. The adjoining city streets typically intersect the corridor
at right angles.

During the preliminary design all of the major intersections were evaluated for alternate intersection
geometrics including roundabouts. A full discussion on the various intersections options evaluated can be
found in the Intersection Alternative memorandum in Appendix G.

The Project Scoping Report depicted two roundabouts within the project corridor. Several factors during
the preliminary design phase have resulted in the removal of these two roundabouts from further
consideration as described below:

e The Howell Street / South Union Street roundabout was eliminated from further consideration due to
several factors. The roundabout would remove approximately two blocks of parking within a
residential section that is already experiencing significant parking deficiencies. These deficiencies are
the result of an abundant number of multifamily buildings without off street parking amenities. To
further complicate the demand, the adjoining dead end side streets have no alternate overflow
parking access except along Union Street. The roundabout location (with medians) would also impact
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access for the various dead end side streets and the residential parcels on the east side of Union
Street, which are located within the limits of the roundabout and its approaches. For example, one of
the driveway’s, which provides access to a residential apartment building, would need to be
incorporated into the roundabout. Lastly, the large roundabout footprint reduces the amount of
developable lands. In summary, the roundabout conflicts with several of the project goals and objects
identified in Section 1.2.3 and therefore; it was removed from further consideration.

e The Charlotte Street / Inner Loop Ramps / Union Street roundabout was also eliminated from further
consideration. This roundabout originally was intended as a transition section from the local street
network to the Inner Loop expressway. The original concept was feasible due to the northern section
of North Union Street from Charlotte Street to East Main Street was one-way northbound. This one-
way northbound operation allowed for a 4 leg roundabout to exist with the northbound exit splitting to
the Inner loop and North Union Street. During the preliminary design phase, this section of one-way
on Union Street was converted to two-way to improve area wide mobility. This resulted in the need for
a 5 leg roundabout to accommodate all of the approaches. During the intersection evaluation
process, alternate reconnection points were evaluated for the Inner Loop ramps. This resulted in the
relocation of the ramps just south of the Richmond street intersection. The resulting Charlotte / Union
and Inner Loop Ramps / Union intersections would operate without the need for signalization.
Therefore the roundabout was eliminated from further consideration.

During the preliminary design phase, several intersection options were evaluated. Below is a summary of
the preferred option.

Inner Loop / Monroe / Chestnut Intersection - Due to the removal of the Inner Loop mainline several
alignment options were explored. Relocating the alignment to the northern or southern edge of the ROW
corridor did not allow improvements to be made to the existing 43 degree skew angle of the intersecting
roadways. A hybrid solution was determined to be the most effective where the western approach would
favor the southern alignment and the eastern approach would favor the northern alignment. A large
reverse curve would be utilized to connect the two alignments and improve the skew angle to 53 degrees.
This approach provided several benefits including, providing ample room for the terminus of the cycle
track on the NE corner, reduced pedestrian crossings movements and facilitated large vehicle turning
movements. In addition this intersection had further complications due to existing property access located
on the existing expressway ramp. To accommodate this existing access, a parallel one-way alley was
created to separate the driveways and on-street parking from the expressway ramp terminus.

Howell / South Union Street Intersection — The removal of the Inner Loop mainline provided several
options for the geometric orientation of this intersection. Several options were presented to the public
during the public involvement process (see Appendix N). The option to provide an intersection aligned
with Lafayette Park was determined to be the most beneficial. This intersection geometry provides for a
single point intersection, facilitates turning movements, provides shorter pedestrian crossing distances,
and provides suitable conditions for the cycle track operations.

Inner Loop Ramps / North Union Street Connection — The northern terminus for the Inner Loop will
require ramps near the north end of the project. Several options were evaluated during the preliminary
design phase. Below is a list of options evaluated:

e T Intersection with Charlotte Street — This option would provide a T-intersection connection with
Charlotte Street mid-block between Pitkin Street and North union Street. This option was deemed
infeasible due to the limited segment length (160°) that exists between these two streets. This
limited space did not provide sufficient stacking distance at the Charlotte / North Union Street
intersection and created excessive spatial requirements to accommodate large vehicle turning
movements.

e Connection to Pitkin Street — This option would provide the ramp terminus near the Pitkin Street /
Richmond Street intersection. This option was deemed not desirable due to the additional
infrastructure required along Pitkin Street and Charlotte Street to accommodate the additional
traffic and the large vehicle turning movements. The two-way conversion of Pitkin Street was also
considered and deemed not desirable due to the requirement of adding additional traffic
movements to the University / Pitkin / East Main Street intersection. In addition, this would
promote traffic flow down the Pitkin alley (Charlotte to Broad) instead of connecting to the arterial
street of Union Street.
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e Connection to Union Street — This option would provide the ramp terminus near the North Union
Street / Richmond Street intersection. This option was deemed the most desirable due to its
connectivity to the arterial street and geometric constraints under the East Main Street Bridge.
The intersection location is also desirable due to the traffic operations at this location would not
require signalization.

3.3.3.1. (5) Roadside Elements:

(&) Snow Storage, Sidewalks, Utility Strips, Bikeways, Bus Stops - there are no proposed
changes other than replacement.

(b) Driveways - the driveway aprons will be modified to comply with the City of Rochester
current standards for design.

(c) Clear Zone - The clear zone will be approximately 1.5 ft. wide and will be refined during
final design.

3.3.3.2. Special Geometric Design Elements -

3.3.3.2. (1) Non-Standard Features —

A non-standard super elevation rate is proposed to be retained along Howell Street near the Union Street
intersection. The existing non-standard curve (radius — 60 ft.) has been improved to meet the minimum
design criteria (Radius — 250’). This curve is part of a speed transition area on a T-Intersection approach
where reduced speeds will occur. Due to the limited curve length and close proximity to the intersection,
inadequate room is available for super elevation transitions to occur to reach the standard value (4%).
The retainage of the existing normal crown super elevation rate meets a 25 MPH design speed, which will
be above the estimated operating speeds for this section of roadway.

Non-standard feature justification forms can be found in Appendix E.
3.3.3.2. (2) Non-Conforming Features —
The following non-conforming features have been identified:

The Inner Loop ramp termini require a radius (150ft.) and superelevation rate (4%), which are below the
design speed standards, 231 ft., and 6% respectively. Per the Highway Design Manual Section 2.7.5.2.A,
“The ramp design speed does not apply to the ramp terminals”. These two terminus curves occur in
a speed transition area to a stop controlled intersection where reduced speeds will occur and provide a
beneficial traffic calming effect between the expressway and local city street network. Due to the limited
space available a larger radius cannot be achieved without creating a skewed intersection that is not
desirable due to the pedestrian and bicycle facilities at the terminus intersection. Due to the close
proximity to the intersection, inadequate room is available for super elevation transitions to occur to fully
reach the standard value. The proposed section, meets a 15 MPH design speed that will be at the
anticipated operating speeds for this section of intersection approach.

In addition, 1-490 ramp termini require a superelevation rate (Normal Crown), which is below the design
speed standard of 3.5%. Per the Highway Design Manual Section 2.7.5.2.A, “The ramp design speed
does not apply to the ramp terminals”. These two terminus curves (radius = 1000") occur in a speed
transition area to a signalized intersection where reduced speeds will occur and provide a beneficial traffic
calming effect between the expressway and local city street network. Due to the limitations of the existing
topography, buildings, sidewalks, intersecting street profiles, and close proximity to the intersection, there
is inadequate length for super elevation transitions to occur in order to reach the standard value (3.5%).
The proposed Normal Crown superelevation meets a 15 MPH design speed that will be at the anticipated
operating speeds for this section of intersection approach.

It is anticipated that all remaining proposed improvements will be designed to meet current design
standards. No additional Non-Conforming features are anticipated at this time.
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3.3.3.3. Pavement and Shoulder —

A new full depth asphalt pavement section will be used throughout the project limits. The new asphalt
concrete pavement structure consisting of 9.5” of new bituminous asphalt concrete will be placed on 12"
of new subbase material. A geotextile fabric will be placed to inhibit the movement of fine soils into the
subbase material. New underdrain will be placed along the new granite curbs to improve subsurface
drainage.

3.3.3.4. Drainage Systems —

The existing drainage system improvements will be limited to catch basin replacements, and
supplemental catch basin installations where needed, to provide adequate roadway drainage throughout
the corridor. The existing Inner Loop drainage system will be abandoned and a section of the existing
combined sewer along the Inner Loop from Broad Street to East Avenue will be relocated. In addition a 6”
underdrain system with curb will be installed along the proposed curb line to enhance subsurface
pavement drainage. Manhole frames and covers will also be replaced.

3.3.3.5. Geotechnical —

No special techniques or considerations are needed.

At this time, it is anticipated that rock will be encountered during the construction of this project. Soil
Borings will be conducted during subsequent phases to determine existing bedrock elevations.

3.3.3.6. Structures -

Alterative 1 includes the removal of the depressed Inner Loop expressway. The corridor will then be
raised to an elevation that matches the adjacent terrain, thereby eliminating the need to retain and
maintain the existing roadway bridges at Monroe Avenue, Broad Street and East Avenue, as well as the
steam pipe bridge. As part of the removal the upper 8 feet of the existing substructures will be removed,
and the remainder will be abandoned below grade.

Alterative 1 also eliminates the need to retain and maintain the existing retaining walls that run along both
sides of the Inner Loop expressway. It is assumed that the top portion of the retaining walls would be
demolished and the remainder of the walls would be abandoned in place below grade.

There are no proposed bridges within the project limits.

3.3.3.7. Hydraulics of Bridges and Culverts —

There are no bridges over waterways or culverts within the project limits.

3.3.3.8. Guide Railing, Median Barriers and Impact Attenuators —

Alternative 1 eliminates the need for most of the existing guide rail and appurtenances that are present

today. All guiderail that will be retained within the project limits, including bridge railing, will be evaluated
during final design for conformance to design standards and replaced or repaired, if necessary.
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3.3.3.9. Utilities —

Existing private utilities; electric, gas and cable TV will be impacted throughout the project corridor due to
proposed roadway improvements. In order to facilitate their necessary relocations, coordination with
those private utilities will continue during the Detailed Design Phase.

Public utilities; traffic signal communications, water and street lighting will be impacted throughout the
project corridor due to the proposed roadway improvements.

In addition, all utilities within the project limits will be further evaluated during final design for conformance
to design standards and replaced or repaired, if necessary.

3.3.3.10. Railroad Facilities —

There are no railroad facilities in the project limits.

3.3.4. Landscape and Environmental Enhancements -

Significant opportunity exists with the preferred alternative to enhance and increase the green space and
landscaping as a part of the overall enhancement and aesthetic improvement efforts for this project.
Detailed landscaping/streetscape plan will be developed during detailed design.

Refer to Chapter 4 for complete discussion.
3.3.4.1. Landscape Development and Other Aesthetics Improvements —

The landscaping will be provided for or replaced as a part of the overall enhancement and aesthetic
improvement efforts for this project. Refer to Chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion.

3.3.4.2. Environmental Enhancements —

The project will incorporate “green infrastructure” wherever possible. Traditional concrete or asphalt
features such as the cycle track and adjoining buffer strips have the potential to utilize pervious
pavements or porous pavers. These treatments will be evaluated during the detailed design phase.

3.3.5. Miscellaneous
NYS Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act (SGPIPA)

Pursuant to ECL Article 6, this project is compliant with the New York State Smart Growth Public
Infrastructure Policy Act (SGPIPA). The project is an improvement to an existing infrastructure. It is
located in a municipal center and in an area designated for concentrated infill development consistent
with an approved comprehensive land use plan. Environmental impacts are expected to be negligible,
and resource preservation and/or protection of such features as air quality, surface and groundwater and
historic and archeological resources are included. The project will also foster mix land uses on the lands
freed-up by the removal of the Inner Loop expressway and will improve mobility for all users including
motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists and transit operations.

To the extent practicable this project has met the relevant criteria as described in ECL § 6-0107 The
Smart Growth Screening Tool was used to assess the project’s consistency and alignment with relevant
Smart Growth criteria; the tool was completed by the City of Rochester for inclusion in the design
approval document and reflects the current project scope. A copy of the Smart Growth form has been
included in Appendix M.
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CHAPTER 4 - SOCIAL, ECONOMIC and ENVIRONMENTAL
CONDITIONS and CONSEQUENCES

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to identify and support the NEPA Class and SEQR Type determination.

4.1.1 Environmental Classification

4.1.1.1 NEPA Classification -

The Scoping Report suggested classifying this project as a Class Il EA to start preliminary design.
Subsequent environmental evaluations included within this Draft Design Report have concluded this
project can be classified as a Class Il Categorical Exclusion with documentation. This project therefore; is
classified as a Class Il action under United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations, 23 CFR 771. A NEPA checklist has been prepared and is
included in Appendix C.

The lead agency for NEPA is the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

4.1.1.2 SEQR Classification -

The project is a SEQR Type | Action in accordance with 17 NYCRR Part 15 - Procedures for
Implementation of State Environmental Quality Review Act. The City of Rochester, as the Lead Agency
for SEQR, has requested that a Full Environmental Assessment Form be completed for this project to
assist with their assessment of project impacts. Upon review, it has been determined that there will be no
potential significant environmental impacts identified and a SEQRA Negative Declaration Determination
has been filed in accordance with 17 NYCRR 15.10. See Appendix D for further information.

4.1.2 Coordination with Agencies

Project coordination has occurred with the following agencies:

Federal Highway Administration

New York State Department of Transportation

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
New York State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

US Fish and Wildlife Service

New York Natural Heritage Program

City of Rochester

Monroe County

4.2 Social

Executive Order (EO) 12898 Environmental Justice in Minority Populations requires federal agencies,
departments, and their contractors to consider any potentially disproportionate human health or
environmental risks their activities, policies, or programs may pose to minority or low-income populations.
EO 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks) requires federal
agencies to identify and assess health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children.
As with EO 12898, HRSA and most federal lead agencies determine impacts to children as part of the
NEPA compliance process. Agencies must ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards
address disproportionate risks to children that results from environmental health risks or safety risks. This
section discusses the proposed project’s potential impacts to social and economic factors, and, evaluates
the socioeconomic effects of the project alternatives.
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There are two alternatives being considered. The feasible option involves removing the Inner Loop from
South Clinton Avenue to Main Street and reconstructing the original street grid (new at-grade arterials,
Howell Street and Union Street), thereby reconnecting the neighborhoods. Under the No Build
Alternative, the basic infrastructure would be retained and maintenance and rehabilitation efforts would be
performed by primarily the State, along with City forces, to extend the service life of the existing
pavement, structures and adjoining service roads and intersections.

4.2.1 Land Use

The project area is located in a highly urbanized, city setting that is composed of a major transportation
network surrounded primarily by commercial, governmental and institutional properties to the west and
smaller businesses interspersed with residential housing to the east. The majority of the project area and
individual land parcels has been developed for over 100 years. Access to the Inner Loop is facilitated
through a series of ramps which connect to the adjacent city roadways that cross-cut the adjacent
neighborhoods.

During the initial Inner Loop Improvement Study, various land use evaluations were undertaken for the
reclaimed land in the corridor that would be created by the implementation of Alternative 1. This land
recovery allows for future land use opportunities and the potential to physically and visually connect the
Central Business District to the adjacent neighborhoods. The 2001 study identified opportunities for
residential neighborhood extensions, commercial development, and open space, in the range of 9.4 acres
of new land depending on the at-grade road alignment and width characteristics. Since then, various
community initiatives have taken a serious look at desired land uses and densities, resulting in several
recommendations surrounding the Southeast Loop area. The 2003 Center City Master Plan and the 2007
Downtown Charrette process helped to formulate a vision on the desired community characteristics that
can be considered in this area, including the need to:

= Create a major gateway at the east end of Main Street,

= Create new development sites for civic space, new development and parking,

= Create new infill development that complements the historic housing stock along South Union
Street,

= Reconnect Monroe Avenue to downtown through the addition of continuous building frontages,

= Expand and improve Manhattan Square Park and create a major civic space in front of the
Strong Museum,

= Extend Woodbury Boulevard to
development,

= Create new neighborhoods that provide a built-in-constituency for Manhattan Square Park and
other downtown destinations.

improve connections and new opportunities for infill

4.2.1.1 Demographics and Affected Population -

The proposed project is located within a potential Environmental Justice area in the City of Rochester as
mapped by NYSDEC. The project is located within three census tracts: Tract 93.01, Tract 93.02 and
Tract 94. The following table is based on U.S. Census Bureau information;

Population in the Census Tracts

. Native
Total . African A”.‘e“ca” . Hawaiian and
Census Tract . White . Indian and Asian e Other
Population American : Pacific
Alaska Native

Islander
Tract 93.01 2,491 553 1,458 33 16 5 426
Tract 93.02 1,514 960 415 29 68 4 38
Tract 94 4,530 2,303 1,744 40 275 10 158

*2010 census data
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The immediate environment is defined as the proposed project corridor. Land uses in the immediate
environment include, residential, commercial retail, and vacant properties. The affected population
includes those who reside, work or own property along the proposed project corridor, as well as those
using the subject route for commuting, medical care, transporting goods or conducting business.

This project is compatible with the Community’s comprehensive plans.

4.2.1.2 Comprehensive Plans and Zoning -

The project (Alternative 1), as proposed, is consistent with the Community’s comprehensive plan. Any
changing to future zoning requirements will be approved by the City.

4.2.2 Neighborhoods and Community Cohesion
4.2.2.1 Community Cohesion -

Neighborhood cohesion is a comprehensive term that refers to an aggregate quality of a neighborhood. It
is a social attribute that indicates a higher-than-average sense of community, shared civic responsibility,
social interaction within a limited geographic space and interdependence that serves an assimilating
function or a number of other localized social purposes. The current Inner Loop expressway long ago
severed connectivity between the Central Business District and adjacent neighborhoods.

Removing the Inner Loop and transforming it to a community-scaled urban boulevard will serve to
reconnect these entities by allowing the original street grid system to be rebuilt (e.g. Charlotte Street) as
well as conversion of South Union Street (the new at grade arterial) to two-way operation. This will allow
significantly improved access to adjacent properties. The combination of improved local access, lower
travel speeds, and new development can help to reconnect adjacent neighborhoods to the urban core.
The quality of neighborhoods and lifestyles can be positively affected as a result of the elimination the
Inner Loop. The new roadway network and elimination of the expressway system will allow for improved
accessibility by pedestrian, bicycle and vehicles between neighborhoods, eliminating the isolation of
these neighborhoods from the vibrant Center City.

4.2.2.2 Home and Business Relocations -

The proposed Alternative 1 does not require the displacement of residences or businesses and there
would be no relocation impacts.

4.2.3 Social Groups Benefited or Harmed

Social groups may be defined in various ways including age, race, wealth, ethnicity, place of residence,
occupation, and family status.

4.2.3.1 Elderly and/or Disabled Persons or Groups -

A review of US Census data for Monroe County indicates that there is no significant concentration of
elderly or disabled persons in the project area. The existing highway separates the Central Business
District from the adjacent neighborhoods. This project proposes to reconnect these neighborhoods and
therefore will improve accessibility for all user groups.

4.2.3.2 Transit Dependent, Pedestrians, and Bicyclists -

The changes in the roadway network under Alternative 1 will make it easier for pedestrians and bicyclists
to travel across the area as the physical impediment of the recessed expressway will be removed and
replaced by an at-grade transportation network and reclaimed green space and area for development. A
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dedicated bike path and new separate sidewalk network will be constructed on the western side of Union
Street.

4.2.3.3 Low Income, Minority and Ethnic Groups (Environmental Justice) -

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, was signed by the President on February 11, 1994, and directs Federal
agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and
adverse effects of Federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations
to the greatest extent practical and permitted by law. Specific requirements for NEPA related activities
associated with federal actions include:

e Programs or activities under an agencies control should not directly or indirectly use criteria,
methods, or practices that discriminate on the basis of race, color, or national origin.

e Opportunities for community input must be provided.

e Environmental effects on minority communities and low-income communities must be analyzed
and mitigation measures outlined wherever feasible.

The following table provides demographic and economic data for the 2010 census tracts, which comprise
the project study area. This information is based on scientific and technical methodologies that do not
discriminate either directly or indirectly on the basis or income, race, color, or national origin.

Minority Population in the Census Tracts and the City of Rochester

Census Tract Total Population White AAfrlc_an Other | Total Minority | % Minority
merican
Tract 93.01 2,491 553 1,458 480 1,938 77.8%
Tract 93.02 1,514 960 415 139 554 36.6%
Tract 94 4,530 2,303 1,744 483 2,227 49.2%
City of Rochester 210,565 91,951 87,897 30,717 118,614 56.3%

The guidance on evaluating Environmental Justice states that minority populations should be identified
where either:

e The minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent; or
e The minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority
population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis.

The data indicates that the percentage of the minority population within one census tract (93.01) exceeds
the percentage of minority population city-wide. However, this census tract begins at East Main Street
and includes the area on the north side of the northern portion of the Inner Loop as opposed to the
southern portion of the Inner Loop that is impacted by this project. Therefore this area is located adjacent
to but outside the area of construction.

The poverty information collected from the 2010 Census for census tracts 93.01, 93.02 and 94 is found
below. In addition, city-wide poverty information is included for comparison purposes.

Low-Income Population in the Census Tracts and the City of Rochester

Census Tract Population* Below Poverty Level % Total
Tract 93.01 2,491 1,862 74.7%
Tract 93.02 1,514 562 37.1%

Tract 94 4,530 1,383 30.5%
City of Rochester 210,565 65,485 31.1%

*Population for whom poverty status is determined.
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The data indicates that the percentage of the low-income population for all census tracts within the project
area exceeds the percentage of low-income population city-wide.

Environmental justice issues require consideration to determine if the project would create
disproportionately high environmental and health risks to this low-income and minority segment of the
population. The project study area is identified as consisting of low-income and minority populations at a
higher percentage when compared to the city as a whole.

However, the project is not expected to result in increased health risks to the affected community.
Adverse environmental risks would be limited to short-term construction impacts including increased
construction traffic, noise, vibration, and fugitive dust emissions. Construction activities would occur for a
period of approximately 36 months. Standard measures to minimize adverse effects would be
incorporated into the contract specifications. All work would be required to comply with local noise and
traffic codes and ordinances. Truck traffic would be restricted from all local residential streets.

There are no identifiable long-term adverse impacts from the project, and it is not expected to increase
risks to the affected community, including minority and low-income populations.

To insure proper public information and opportunities for comment by low-income and minority
populations, a comprehensive public involvement program is on-going for the project. This program
includes public meetings, presentations and adequate media coverage.

The City of Rochester is committed to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act which stipulates that no person in the
United States shall on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be: excluded from participation;
denied the benefits of; or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal
assistance.

4.2.4 School Districts, Recreational Areas, and Places of Worship

4.2.4.1 School Districts -

There will be no significant impacts to the local school district, except for the temporary disturbances and
inconvenience generally associated with construction activities. Only one school facility, located at 200
University Avenue, is adjacent to the project corridor. This facility houses World of Inquiry School 58,
serving grades K-7. Communication with the City of Rochester School District during construction will help
to mitigate potential construction impacts.

4.2.4.2 Recreational Areas -

No negative impact to recreation areas are expected as a result of the project. Although there are a
number of parks located within the City of Rochester, there is only one park in the immediate project
corridor, Wadsworth Park. In the vicinity of Wadsworth Park, it appears that the project will actually be
creating the opportunity for additional green space on the north side of the park with the removal of the
Inner Loop. These improvements will be refined during the final design phase. Opportunities for
additional green space are expected as part of the streetscape improvements associated with project
improvements. Access for pedestrian traffic is expected to be improved with the implementation of this
project.

Rochester's Strong Museum of Play is located adjacent to the corridor on the west side between Monroe
Avenue and Broad Street at One Manhattan Square. This internationally acclaimed museum
encompasses several acres of property and approximately 300,000 sq. ft. of buildings. This project will
have no negative impacts to this parcel. This project will include improved streetscape features, additional
green space at the intersection of Monroe-Chestnut and Howell, and introduce new property that will be
reclaimed for re-development or establishment opposite from the Strong Museum main parking lot.
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4.2.4.3 Places of Worship -

No negative impact to places of worship is expected as a result of the project. There are three (3) places
of worship located along the corridor. These include:

= Bethel Christian Fellowship, 321 East Avenue
= New Hope Free Methodist Church, 62 North Union Street
= Word of the Cross, 76 North Union Street

4.3 Economic

The proposed project is located in the City of Rochester, New York which is a federally-designated
Economically Distressed Area. This project (Alterative 1) will have a net positive impact on the long-term
efficiency, reliability and cost competitiveness of the United States with respect to the movement of
workers or goods. Removal of the Inner Loop Expressway will improve local accessibility in the heart of a
major Central Business District that is home to 50,000 employees and hosts millions of visitors annually.
The expressway is used for commuting purposes and its removal will not result in significant negative
impacts to travel times.

The initial transportation investment will create an estimated 319 job years. However, unlike average
transportation investments, this project will leverage significant private redevelopment that will create
many more long term jobs in an economically-distressed inner city. The project will make improvements
to the roadway infrastructure and circulation on the east side of Rochester’s Central Business District,
thus allowing for significant expansion, hiring, and growth of private sector businesses. Based on the
Inner Loop East Reconstruction Market Analysis, dated July 2013, raising this portion of the Inner Loop
will create development parcels that can accommodate between 428,000 and 795,000 square feet of
mixed-use real estate development. The new development could support a total land value of all parcels
between $8.0 million and $11.5 million. Over the long term, this transportation investment will generate
considerable local employment growth through the redevelopment of acres of land freed up by removing
this section of the Inner Loop.

Mixed use infill development containing retail, office, and residential space will lead to long-term
economic gain in an inner city with above-average concentrations of minority and low-income
populations. Economic competitiveness is demonstrated by the project's ability to increase the efficiency
and effectiveness of the transportation system through integration or better use of all existing
transportation infrastructure. The elimination of the expressway section allows for the reconnection of a
grid roadway system that will improve overall connectivity and circulation in the area. This increased
mobility includes not only vehicular traffic but also improved pedestrian and bicycle access and transit-
supportive features. The project includes extending pedestrian links along all newly reconnected cross
streets in addition to the new pedestrian systems along the new arterial/boulevard. Bicycle facilities,
pedestrian amenities, and transit-supportive appurtenances will be provided where possible.

4.3.1 Regional and Local Economies

The project (Alternative 1) is intended to promote positive local economic impacts. These positive impacts
include those that will result from the connectivity established between the surrounding neighborhoods
which are now isolated from the Center City area. This project is consistent with the City of Rochester’s
Center City Master Plan, which recognizes the importance of economic development associated with this
proposed boulevard style roadway to replace the below-grade roadway system.

Economic competitiveness is demonstrated by the project's ability to address the four major challenges
being faced in the southeast Inner Loop area, they are:

= Overcome the barrier created by the underutilized Inner Loop;

= “Right-Size” wide streets that discourage pedestrian activity;

= Break up "superblocks” that impede pedestrian and vehicular connections; and
= Maximize development potential of vacant and underutilized land.
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Removal of the expressway section under Alternative 1 allows for reconnecting the street grid system.
This provides for the integration of livability in the transportation system. Some of the livability principles*
that directly relate to this project include:

= Provide more transportation choices. Develop safe, reliable, and economical transportation
choices to decrease household transportation costs, reduce dependence on foreign oil, improve
air quality, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and promote public health.

= Enhance economic competitiveness. Improve economic competitiveness through reliable and
timely access to employment centers, educational opportunities, services, and other basic needs
by workers, as well as expanded business access to markets.

= Support existing communities. Target Federal funding toward existing communities—through
strategies like transit oriented, mixed-use development, and land recycling—to increase
community revitalization and the efficiency of public works investments and safeguard rural
landscapes.

= Value communities and neighborhoods. Enhance the unique characteristics of all communities by
investing in healthy, safe, and walkable neighborhoods—rural, urban, or suburban.

4.3.2 Business Districts

4.3.2.1 Established Business Districts —

Because the Inner Loop is a limited access highway, there is essentially no established business district
associated with the southeast section of the Inner Loop. Within the southeast area, connecting the East
End District (west side of Inner Loop from Main Street to Broad Street), Upper East End District (east side
of Inner Loop from University to north of Howell) and the Manhattan Square District (west side of Inner
Loop from Broad Street to Monroe Ave) is essential, and removing the southeast section of the Inner
Loop will make it possible. The Center City central business district and the business districts associated
with East Main Street, Park Avenue, and Monroe Avenue areas are in close proximity to the project
corridor. These districts consist of a mix of dense commercial, retail and service businesses.

4.3.2.2 Effects on Business Districts —

A positive impact to these business districts is expected due to the improved connectivity between the
Center City area and these business districts, as well as the land use changes resulting from this project.

4.3.3 Specific Business Impacts

4.3.3.1 Established Businesses —

As the Inner Loop is a limited access highway, there are essentially no existing highway related
businesses along the southeast section of the Inner Loop.

4.3.3.2 Effects Assessment -

Businesses in the surrounding blocks along South Union and Pitkin Street may experience positive
effects under Alternative 1 as a result of:

= Improved local circulation and access with the conversion of one-way to two-way streets;

= Improved local circulation with the reconnection of the street grid system;

= Direct connection to adjacent residential neighborhoods;

= New developments will increase population density in the area needing more services;

= Increased pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular traffic along the new accessible urban boulevard;
and,

=  Opportunity for revitalization of existing building frontages and space.
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Minor and temporary inconveniences may be experienced during the construction phase of the project,
but no notable permanent impact to highway related businesses is expected as a result of this project.

4.4 Environmental

4.4.1 Wetlands

4.4.1.1 State Freshwater Wetlands -

There are no NYSDEC regulated freshwater wetlands or regulated adjacent areas (100ft) within the
project area, as per the NYSDEC Freshwater Wetlands Maps for Monroe County. A site visit was
performed to verify this. No further investigation is required and Environmental Conservation Law, Article
24 is satisfied.

4.4.1.2 State Tidal Wetlands -

A review of the NYSDEC GIS wetland data files indicates that there are no NYSDEC jurisdictional tidal
wetlands or regulated adjacent areas within or near the project limits, and ECL Article 25 does not apply.

4.4.1.3 Federal Jurisdiction Wetlands -

The project site has been reviewed for wetlands in accordance with the criteria defined in the 1987 US
Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. It has been determined the project will not impact
areas that meet this criteria.

A Section 401 Water Quality Certification is not required for the proposed project, since it does not involve
work within the waters of the United States, including wetlands (Section 10 or Section 404).

4.4.1.4 Executive Order 11990 -

Based on a site visit, there are no wetlands located within the project’s area of potential effect. Executive
Order 11990 does not apply to this project.

4.4.1.5 Mitigation Summary -

No wetland mitigation/monitoring plan is required for this project, since no wetlands will be impacted.

4.4.2 Surface Waterbodies and Watercourses

4.4.2.1 Surface Waters -

The project activities do not involve excavation in or the discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters
of the U.S. No permits under this Section are anticipated.

4.4.2.2 Surface Water Classification and Standards -

Based upon a review of the NYSDEC GIS data maps for regulated streams, there are no surface
waterways within the proposed project limits. The Genesee River is the major surface water body situated
in the project vicinity but is located approximately 800 feet west of the project area but will not be
impacted by the proposed project. The NYSDEC stream classification for the Genesee River in the
project vicinity, as contained in 6 NYCRR, Chapter X, is Class B Fresh Surface Waters and the water
quality standard for the river is B. The best use of Class B waters are primary and secondary recreation
contact and fishing. The waters are also suitable for fish propagation and survival.
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4.4.2.3 Stream Bed and Bank Protection -

Based upon a review of the NYSDEC GIS database, and as verified by a site visit, there are no protected
streams, nor 50-foot regulated stream banks (on either side of a regulated stream) in the project area.

4.4.2.4 Airport and Airway Improvement -

There are no airports near the project corridor. As such, there will be no involvement with either airports
or airways associated with this project.

4.4.2.5 Mitigation Summary -

Neither the Null alternative nor Alternative 1 will result in impacts that warrant mitigation.
4.4.3 Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers

4.4.3.1 State Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers -

There are no NYSDEC Designated, Study or Inventory State Wild, Scenic or Recreational Rivers within or
adjacent to the proposed project site. No further review is required.

4.4.3.2 National Wild and Scenic Rivers -

The project does not involve a National Wild and Scenic River as shown by the Nationwide Rivers
Inventory List of National Wild and Scenic Rivers. No further review is required.

4.4.3.3 Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuge Section 4(f) Involvement -

The proposed project does not involve work within or adjacent to a wildlife or waterfowl refuge. No further
Section 4(f) consideration is required.

4.4.3.4 Mitigation Summary -

Neither the Null alternative nor Alternative 1 will result in impacts that warrant mitigation.

4.4.4 Navigable Waters

4.4.4.1 State Regulated Waters -

There are no state regulated navigable waters located within the project area.
4.4.4.2 Office of General Services Lands and Navigable Waters -

There are no OGS underwater holdings located within the project area, nor are there any navigable
waters present.

4.4.4.3 Rivers and Harbors Act — Section 9 -

Since the project does not involve the construction or modification of any bridge, dam, dike, or causeway
over any navigable water of the United States, Section 9 is not applicable.
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4.4.4.4 Rivers and Harbors Act — Section 10 -

Since the project does not involve the creation of any obstruction to the navigable capacity of any of the
waters of the United States, or in any manner alter or modify the course, location, condition, or capacity of
any navigable water of the United States, Section 10 is not applicable.

4.4.5 Floodplains

As shown of the GIS database for the 100 year floodplains, there are no floodplains mapped in the project
area as identified by a review of FEMA Firm Panel 0213G, number 360431, map number 36055C0213G
for the Rochester, New York area in the vicinity of the project. The closest floodplains are those
associated with the Genesee River.

4.4.5.1 State Flood Insurance Compliance Program -

As shown on the GIS data base for the 100 year floodplains, there are no regulated floodplains within the
project area.

4.4.5.2 Executive Order 11988 -

The project will not impact any floodplains. EO 11988 does not apply.
4.4.6 Coastal Resources

4.4.6.1 State Coastal Zone Management Program -

The proposed project is not located in a State Coastal Zone Management (CZM) area, according to the
Coastal Zone Area Map from the NYS Department of State’s Coastal Zone Management Unit.

4.4.6.2 State Coastal Erosion Hazard Area -

The proposed project is not located in or near a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area.

4.4.6.3 Waterfront Revitalization and Coastal Resources Program -

According to New York State Department of State, Office of Communities and Waterfronts “List of
Approved Coastal Local Waterfront Revitalization Programs (LWRPs)”, the City of Rochester plan was
originally approved in 1990, and subsequently amended on December 15" 2011 to include a
development plan for the Port of Rochester site. The City of Rochester also identifies a Ciritical
Environmental Area for actions proposed within 100 feet of the Genesee River. However, this project is
outside the limits of both the LWRP and the CEA. As a result, no further action is required.

4.4.6.4 Federal Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) and Coastal Barrier Improvement
Act (CBIA) -

The proposed project is not located in, or near a coastal area under the jurisdiction of the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act (CBRA) or the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act (CBIA).
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4.4.7 Groundwater Resources, Aquifers, and Reservoirs

4.4.7.1 Aquifers -Topics may include, but are not limited to:

The proposed project area is not situated over a New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) Primary or Principal aquifer as identified in Kantrowitz and Snavely (1982).
Supplemental groundwater investigations will, therefore, not be required for the project.

4.4.7.2 Drinking Water Supply Wells (Public and Private Wells) and Reservoirs -

There are no municipal drinking water wells, wellhead influence zones, or reservoirs within or near the
project area, according to the NYS Atlas of Community Water System Sources, dated 1982, issued by the
NYS Department of Health.

4.4.8 Stormwater Management

Although the project will cause ground disturbance that exceeds 1 acre, stormwater runoff from the entire
corridor watershed does not discharge to any Waters of the United States. Therefore the project does not
require coverage under NYSDEC SPDES General Permit GP 0-10-001.

Stormwater runoff is collected and conveyed to surface drains that directly discharge to a combined
sewer system. The combined flow eventually discharges to a sewage treatment facility for water quality
treatment.

The project will also utilize “green infrastructure” features to reduce existing surface runoff wherever
feasible.

As is typical for most projects, Erosion and Sediment Control Plans and Details will be developed during
Final Design in accordance with Section 209 Soil Erosion and Sediment Control of the NYSDOT
Standard Specifications. Design plans will include both temporary and permanent measures to prevent
soil erosion and sedimentation.

4.4.9 General Ecology and Wildlife Resources

4.4.9.1 Fish, Wildlife, and Waterfowl -

A review of State and Federal mapping and a walkover of the project area indicate that there are no
special habitat areas for fish, wildlife or waterfowl.

4.4.9.2 Habitat Areas, Wildlife Refuges, and Wildfowl Refuges -

The proposed project does not involve work in, or adjacent to, a wildlife or waterfowl refuge. No further
consideration is required. In addition, a review of the projects area of potential effect indicates that there
is not any special habitat or breeding areas present.

4.4.9.3 Endangered and Threatened Species -

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine
Resources, New York Natural Heritage Program, indicates the project has no record of rare or state-listed
animals or plants, or significant natural communities within the vicinity of the project site.

A review of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) website indicates that there are three
federally listed, delisted, or proposed endangered or threatened species located within Monroe County:
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e Bog Turtle Clemmys muhlenbergii — Threatened

A habitat assessment for the Bog Turtle revealed that there is neither, a suitable habitat present,
nor visible sign of activities by the turtle within the project action area. Therefore the project will
result in no effect to the species or species habitat.

¢ Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) — Endangered

A habitat assessment for the Northern Long-Eared Bat revealed that there is neither, a suitable
habitat present, nor visible sign of activities by the bat within the project action area. Therefore
the project will result in no effect to the species or species habitat.

e Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) - Delisted

The Bald Eagle was delisted on August 8, 2007. While there are no Endangered Species Act
ESA requirements for Bald Eagles after this date, the eagles continue to receive protection under
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). A habitat assessment for the Bald eagle
revealed that there is neither, a suitable habitat present nor visible signs of nesting activities
within the project action area. Therefore the project will result in no effect to the species or
species habitat.

Copies of all correspondence can be found in Appendix O.

4.4.9.4 Invasive Species -

This project is located within an urbanized roadway corridor with no natural adjacent areas or parks. A
review of the existing corridor did not indicate any significant presence of known invasive species within
the right-of-way.

4.4.9.5 Roadside Vegetation Management -

There is no wildlife-supporting vegetation present along the project corridor.

4.4.10 Critical Environmental Areas
4.4.10.1 State Critical Environmental Areas -

According to information obtained from the NYSDEC website, critical environmental areas (CEAS) in the
vicinity of the project include land within 100 feet of the Genesee River and areas zoned by the City of
Rochester as “open space — O-S”. The open space district has been established to preserve and
enhance Rochester's open spaces and recreational areas by protecting these natural resources and
restricting development that does not respect these environmentally sensitive areas. Open space
districts apply to all publically owned parks, squares, recreational areas, natural wildlife areas, waterfront
and cemeteries.

The Genesee River is located beyond the project area. However, Wadsworth Park, a small passive
recreation area that is composed primarily of open lawn, is designated by the City of Rochester as open
space and is located immediately adjacent to the proposed roadway corridor. However, the project will
not acquire nor impact any property from this parcel. Any changes will be restricted to new curb lines,
sidewalk and signage. Therefore, it has been determined that the project does not significantly, adversely
affect this CEA and no further investigation is required.
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4.4.10.2 State Forest Preserve Lands -

According to information obtained from NYSDEC, the proposed project does not involve work in or near
state forest preserve lands.

4.4.11 Historic and Cultural Resources

4.4.11.1 National Heritage Areas Program -

There are no “National Heritage Areas” within or in the vicinity of the project area.

4.4.11.2 National Historic Preservation Act — Section 106 / State Historic Preservation Act
— Section 14.09 -

Because the project is a federally funded action, involves a federal permit, or is state funded with the
possibility of becoming federally funded, the Department will be following the Section 106 Process of the
National Historic Preservation Act. This ensures compliance with the NYSHPA Section 14.09 process.

Three Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Survey Reports were completed under PIN 4940.T7 for the
Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project:

e Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project Phase 1A Cultural Resource Survey prepared by Nathan
Monatgue, M.A., James Hartner RPA., and Douglas J. Perrelli, PhD., RPA, Department of
Anthropology, State University of New York at Buffalo, February 2013.

e Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project Phase 1B Archaeological and Architectural
Reconnaissance Survey prepared by Nathan Monatgue, M.A. and Douglas J. Perrelli, PhD.,
RPA, Department of Anthropology, State University of New York at Buffalo, May 2013.

e Phase 2 Archaeological Site Examination of the Amos Burrow site and George Crouch site-Inner
Loop East Reconstruction Project prepared by Ryan F. Austin, PhD., RPA, Nathan Monatgue,
M.A. and Douglas J. Perrelli, PhD., RPA, Department of Anthropology, State University of New
York at Buffalo, January 2014.

The Phase 1 reports inventoried all structures and field tested for archeological concerns within the Area
of Potential Effect (APE) for the project sites. Three (3) National Registered Listed properties, four (4)
National Registered Eligible, two (2) National Registered Eligible Historic Districts; and two (2)
archeological resources were identified.

The Phase 2 report determined that one of the two potential archeological sites, the Amos Burrows site,
was National Register eligible.

The Department made a determination of “No Adverse Effect” based on a Finding Document in
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800. The Findings Document Package and effect determination were
submitted to the SHPO for their concurrence on January 30, 2014.

In a letter dated February 26, 2014 the SHPO did not concur with the “No Adverse Effect” opinion and
issued an “Adverse Effect” finding for the project. The SHPO determined that the Amos Burrows Site
meets the requirements of National Register eligibility and the archaeological excavations completed on
the site as part of the Phase 2 archaeological assessment were significant enough to constitute an
“Adverse Effect” to the eligible resource due to extensive disturbance to those intact portions of the site.
The SHPO did concur that no further archaeological excavation is warranted for the NR-eligible site.
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FHWA will make the final Adverse Effect determination and will notify the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP). The ACHP has 15 days to from receipt to participate in the Section 106 process.

Correspondence with SHPO, FHWA, along with the Finding Document, is included in Appendix O.
4.4.11.3 Architectural Resources -

Property listed on, or eligible for, inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places is located within the
project’'s Area of Potential Effect (APE).

The three (3) properties identified as potential direct impacts were NR-eligible based on the structure
significance (Criterion C — Design or Construction Value) and not the property. These properties are not
listed as being located within a historic district. The three (3) properties include:

e 62 North Union Street
e 68 South Union Street
e 84 South Union Street

For all of the above properties, proposed improvements are limited to pavement and sidewalk
reconstruction. Sidewalk improvements will be at the same line and grade of the existing walks. The
proposed curb replacement will be relocated approximately 4’ farther from the property line to
accommodate a 5’ wide tree lawn along the property frontage. This tree lawn reestablishes the original
street setting prior to the expressway construction. No impact will occur to these buildings.

4.4.11.4 Archaeological Resources -

Property listed on, or eligible for, inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places is located within the
project’'s Area of Potential Effect (APE).

The Phase 1A Report recommended subsurface testing due to the analysis of historic maps and textual
evidence that suggests the historic sensitivity is high for in the project area, especially in those areas
around historic buildings and locations.

The Phase 1B archaeological survey identified no pre-historic sites and two potentially National Register
Eligible sites:

e The George Crouch site

e The Amos Burrows site

The report recommended further testing to determine National Register eligibility if they cannot be
avoided; and due to the anticipated vertical disturbance extending into the intact archeological deposits.

The Phase 2 Archaeological Site Exam was conducted for the two potentially National Register-eligible
sites due to the preferred design alternative that has the potential to disturb intact archeological deposits.
The results of the investigation concluded that only the Amos Burrows site was National Register eligible
under Criterion D, based on the information provided by the historic mid-to-late 19t and early 20 century
cultural deposits.

The SHPO determined that the Amos Burrows Site meets the requirements of National Register eligibility
letter dated February 26, 2014 and the archaeological excavations completed on the site as part of the
Phase 2 archaeological assessment were significant enough to constitute an “Adverse Effect” to the
eligible resource due to extensive disturbance to those intact portions of the site. The SHPO
recommended and FHWA determined that no further archaeological excavation is warranted for the site
and that the NYSDOT could proceed to the development of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the
“Adverse Effect”.
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A Memorandum of Agreement has been developed between the Federal Highway Administration, the
NYS Historic Preservation Officer, the NYS Department of Transportation and the City of Rochester for
mitigation of the “Adverse Effect”.

Stipulations required by the SHPO to be included in the MOA are:

Content of the MOA should clearly document the adverse effects to the NR-eligible site;
e Provide for archaeological monitoring of the site during construction;

e Address the need for curation of the artifacts recovered from the NR-eligible site;

e Mitigation of the adverse effects through an interpretive panel/kiosk at the site location.

A copy of the MOA and correspondence can be found in Appendix O and Appendix P.
4.4.11.5 Historic Bridges -

There are no bridges over 50 years old or listed on NYSDOT's Historic Bridge Inventory that are located
within the project’s area of potential effect.

4.4.11.6 Historic Parkways -
This project does not have the potential to impact any Historic Parkways.
4.4.11.7 Native American Involvement -

The proposed project does not lie within Federal, Tribal, or Indian-owned property. The Archaeological
Resources Protection Act of 1979 does not apply. Furthermore, conformance with this Act is covered in
the Section 106 Process.

4.4.11.8 Section 4(f) Involvement -

A Section 4(f) evaluation is not required as there is no proposed use to any resource protected under
Section 4(f).

4.4.12 Parks and Recreational Resources

4.4.12.1 State Heritage Area Program -

The proposed project will not impact areas identified as State Heritage Areas.

4.4.12.2 National Heritage Areas Program —

The proposed project is located in Erie Canal National Heritage Corridor. Due to the significance of the
Erie Canal to the City of Rochester's development, the corridor incorporates all of the City of Rochester
although the canal does not run through the project corridor. The proposed improvements will have a
positive impact on the recreational or historic resources provided by the National heritage Corridor by
expanding pedestrian and bicycle facilities and mobility through the project corridor.

4.4.12.3 National Registry of Natural Landmarks -
There are no listed nationally significant natural areas within, or adjacent to, the project area.
4.4.12.4 Section 4(f) Involvement —

The proposed project is located adjacent to Wadsworth Park. However, the project will not affect or
require direct or indirect “use” of the park and a Section 4(f) evaluation is not required.
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4.4.12.5 Section 6(f) Involvement -

The project does not impact parklands or facilities that have been partially or fully federally funded
through the Land and Water Conservation Act. No further consideration under Section 6(f) is required.

4.4.12.6 Section 1010 Involvement -

The project does not involve the use of land from a park to which the Urban Park and Recreation
Recovery program funds have been applied.

4.4.13 Visual Resources

4.4.13.1 Introduction —

The current Inner Loop expressway long ago severed connectivity between the Central Business District
and adjacent eastern neighborhoods. Many structures were demolished to make way for the route, which
was constructed in densely populated neighborhoods that surrounded downtown. The southeast section
of the Inner Loop is a four to six lane divided expressway with parallel two to three lane frontage roads.
This results in a facility that in some places has as many as twelve travel lanes and occupies a width
ranging from 182 feet to 355 feet (curb to curb). The width of the roadway system is not the only negative
visual aspect; the expressway is depressed (below grade) in relation to the service roads, creating a moat
effect between the Center City and adjacent neighborhoods. The expressway does meet at grade with
the service roads near the South Union Street exit. There are high retaining walls, bridges and overhead
sign structures with very little landscaping/green space.

The visual environment can be reviewed by looking first at the ‘view shed’ areas within the corridor and
then analyzing the view shed relative to the viewer groups (residents, pedestrians/bicyclists and visitors)
and the viewer sensitivity. Some of the photos below show view sheds from a pedestrian/bicyclist
crossing a bridge or residents/employees in adjacent buildings.

Combining the width and depth of the expressway system with the adjoining service roads, results in poor
view sheds that are intimidating and uninviting from a non-motorized user.

A detailed visual resource assessment has been performed and is included in Appendix I.
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4.4.13.2 Effects Assessment —

The transformation of the limited access expressway to an urban scale city street that will consist of 3-4
travel lanes, landscaped medians, roundabouts, a new reconnected street grid system, increased
development density and the addition of pedestrian friendly amenities will notably improve the view sheds
of this corridor.

4.4.14 Farmlands
4.4.14.1 State Farmland and Agricultural Districts -

Based on a review of the NYS Agricultural District Maps form Monroe County, the proposed project is not
located in or adjacent to an Agricultural District.

4.4.14.2 Federal Prime and Unique Farmland -

The proposed project activities will not convert any prime or unique farmland, or farmland of state or local
importance, as defined by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, to a nonagricultural use.

4.4.15 Air Quality

An Air Quality Analysis Report was performed to determine the effect of the proposed design alternative
on transportation related pollutant emissions within the study area of the reconstruction project. For this
project, a conformity review, a mesoscale analysis and a microscale analysis screening were performed
to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), the State Environmental
Quality Review Act (SEQRA), and the Clean Air Act Amendment 1990 (CAAA90). The methodology
conformed to NYSDOT’s The Environmental Manual (TEM) 2010 which, for the Air Quality Section,
currently adheres to the Environmental Procedures Manual (EPM), Section 1.1.

Conformity Review:

The proposed project is located in Monroe County, which is part of the Genesee Transportation Council
(GTC). GTC is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in the Genesee-Finger Lakes
Region. The USEPA has designated Monroe County as in attainment for all applicable transportation
related priority pollutants. Therefore, the region is not currently subject to conformity procedures per
Section 176 of the CAAA90 and 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93; the GTC is not currently required to perform air
quality analysis for the Region; and a conformity determination is not required for this project.

Mesoscale Analysis:

A mesoscale analysis was performed for this project. The results of a mesoscale analysis are relative
and do not directly indicate that emissions in the study area are expected to be above regulatory
thresholds. The mesoscale analysis is used to compare alternatives and as a screening tool to identify
individual pollutants that may require additional study. The mesoscale analysis was performed for five
indicator pollutants under years 2015, 2025, and 2035 for both the No-Build and Build alternatives. The
emission factors for the analysis were determined from the MOVES (Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator)
2010b computer model, which is currently the approved emission factor model.

The results of the mesoscale analysis indicated that the emissions burdens for all five pollutants are
expected to increase within the project area if the Build Alternative is constructed.  Pollutant increases
predicted under the Build Alternative ranged from 4% to 27% for all years. However, for this project it
should be noted that, percent changes were inflated due to the limited study area. This project is
expected to affect only the immediate area of the project corridor and not the surrounding roadway
network. The effect of a limited study area can yield inflated percent changes for a mesoscale analysis
since there is no dilution of the project’s effects from the surrounding roadways with minor changes.

4-17



March 2014 Final Design Report PIN 4940.T7

The higher pollutant emission rates for the Build Alternative are due to the conversion of a limited access
roadway with consistent free-flow speeds averaging 50 mph to a full access roadway with 30 mph signal
controlled stop-and-go traffic. Generally, the changes represented by this project will slow traffic along
this corridor to speeds similar to that of other City streets within the surrounding roadway network such as
Monroe Avenue, East Avenue, and East Main Street. Therefore, regardless of the percent increase in
emissions from the downgrade of this freeway to a City street, future emissions along the proposed
corridor would likely be similar to the expected background emissions found on other comparable volume
streets present in this area of the City.

There is no EPM specified mesoscale percentage level change that would indicate that these pollutants
would require further study or documentation; however, the general rule of thumb is an increase of more
than 10% for the build alternatives. Since the maximum percentage increases for these pollutants is
more than 10% for four of the pollutants, these percentage increases were further screened and
documented in the design approval document. Further screening of the project was performed to indicate
whether additional study in the form of microscale or hot-spot analyses would be appropriate.

Microscale Analysis Screening:

A microscale screening indicated that microscale analysis is not warranted and therefore, the proposed
project is not expected to have significant air-quality impacts. The microscale screening of the corridor
indicated that the overall volumes and the heavy vehicle volumes along the corridor are too low (below
the thresholds) to warrant an in-depth microscale analysis for the indicator compounds carbon monoxide
(CO) or particulate matter (PM). Therefore, in accordance with the EPM guidance, the screening
indicates that a violation of the NAAQS regulatory thresholds is considered “extremely unlikely” for CO
and PM and no further study is warranted. Additionally, due to the mandatory reduction of lead in
gasoline, the FHWA has advised that a microscale lead analysis for highway projects is not needed or
warranted.

Construction Air Quality:

Construction related air quality screening has indicated that no detailed analysis will be required for this
project. Although air quality within the project corridor and the immediate vicinity will experience impacts
during the construction period, the use of abatement measures for dust control and proper vehicle
maintenance should lessen the severity of these impacts.

See Appendix K for further information.

4.4.16 Energy and Greenhouse Gas

This project has been reviewed to determine the need for a “Project Level” energy of greenhouse gas
(GHG) analyses in accordance with the “Draft Energy Analysis Guidelines for Project Level Analysis”,
NYSDOT November 25, 2003. This Draft Energy Analysis document refers to NYSDOT's Energy
Analysis Guidelines for TIPs and Plans (also dated November 25, 2003) which contains the guidance for
determining regional significance. The criteria for determining whether project requires a quantitative
Energy of GHG Analyses are generally: regional significance, significant increase in VMT, construction
costs, projects identified through the scoping process, nature of the project, or existing problems in
energy supply or distribution. This project comes close to one of the regional significance thresholds in
that it is considered “new construction on a new alignment”; however, the threshold is for projects with
new alignment of 1 mile or longer and the new alignment length for the proposed project is closer to 0.8
miles long. Therefore, this project does not require quantitative “Project Level” energy of GHG analyses
per the NYSDOT guidance.

4.4.17 Noise

A Noise Analysis was performed to determine the effect of the proposed design alternative on
transportation related noise impacts within the study area of the reconstruction project. The methods used
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in this analysis are in accordance with the provisions and procedures of the policies stated in the federal
noise regulations (23 CFR 772), and NYSDOT's The Environmental Manual (TEM). The Inner Loop
project is classified as a 23 CFR 772 Noise Type | project which requires a noise analysis to determine
whether noise abatement measures need to be considered.

To determine the effect that the Inner Loop project would have on existing noise levels and to determine
what impact the noise would have on current land-use activities, nine noise sensitive receiver sites were
selected for evaluation within the study area. At each receiver location, existing and future noise levels
were obtained using field noise measurements and computer modeling. The results of the computer
modeling were compared to FHWA standards for the identification of predicted future noise impacts.

FHWA Noise Activity Criteria (NAC) noise impacts were predicted at five of the nine receiver locations for
the Build Alternative and four of the nine receiver locations for the No-Build Alternative. It should be
noted that the term NAC noise impact is not intended to be used for the purpose of determining a
“significant” noise impact under National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) or the State Environmental
Quality Review Act (SEQRA). A NAC impact is a noise level that approaches or exceeds a certain noise
threshold that triggers the consideration of noise abatement measures.

With respect to an overall comparison between the No-Build and Build alternatives, the variation in the
results ranged from 0-2 dBA for all receivers and 0-1 dBA for the five impacted receivers. Since 3 dBA is
generally considered the minimum decibel difference noticeable to the human ear, the differences in
noise levels between the No-Build and Build alternatives for the analyzed areas are essentially negligible
and primarily imperceptible to the human ear. Therefore, consideration of the noise level differences
between the No-Build and Build alternatives to favor one alternative over another is not recommended.

Due to factors external to the proposed project, future NAC noise impacts are expected at four of the nine
receiver locations regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed. Given that the differences
in the predicted noise levels between the Build and No-Build alternatives are projected to be
imperceptible to the human ear at all five of the impacted receivers, it is not expected that this project will
have a significant impact on noise levels throughout the corridor.

When noise impacts are predicted for a project, noise abatement must be considered for each impact; no
favor is given to the higher decibel level impacts or different types of noise impacts (e.g. above NAC,
substantial, severe) and all noise impacts must be considered equally for consideration of noise
abatement. Therefore, noise abatement measures were considered along the project corridor for the
areas represented by the five receiver locations that exhibited FHWA noise impacts. When noise
abatement measures are being considered, 23 CFR 772 requires that every reasonable effort shall be
made to obtain substantial noise reductions. A “substantial” noise reduction is defined as a reduction in
the order of ten dBA. However, the abatement must provide a minimum reduction of at least seven dBA
at the properties with the greatest reductions. In addition, noise abatement measures must be
economically reasonable when compared to the number of residences benefitted. A benefitted residence
is any residence where the noise level is reduced by 5 dBA or more by implementation of the noise
abatement measure(s).

For the impacted areas, all noise abatement measures listed in 23 CFR Part 772.13(c) were examined
and evaluated for reducing the dBA level. In all instances, the noise abatement measures were
considered physically infeasible, economically unreasonable, or undesirable to the affected residents.
Therefore, no noise abatement measures are recommended for this corridor.

See Appendix L for further information.

4.4.18 Asbestos

An asbestos assessment was performed to determine whether asbestos containing materials (ACMs) are
expected to be disturbed as a result of this project. The results of this assessment included a review of
the four bridges within the corridor to be impacted by the project, the expressway retaining walls,
sidewalks, and associated railings and signs.
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ACMs and suspect ACMs were identified within the record plans reviewed for this assessment. These
suspect materials include:

BIN 1021630 — Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop

This structure was renovated in 2000 with the deck being replaced and the abutments rehabbed. The
following materials were identified as suspect ACM from the original record plans and may still be present
on the Bridge but their presence could not be verified in the field during the most recent inspection.

. Bituminous material (ltem 61 — applied to the backs of all abutments and walls above
tops of footings).

o Compressed asbestos sheet packing (located on top of the back walls).

. Pre-moulded bituminous joint filler and expansion joint materials — various locations
including between abutment and approach walls (material was sampled see below).

. Twelve (12) — 5%" ducts for Rochester Telephone Corporation and twenty-four (24)

RG&E 5Y%" conduits (conduits appear to have all been replaced with galvanized steel).

BIN 1050149 - Broad Street Bridge

. Bituminous material (Item 61 — applied to the backs of all abutments and walls above
tops of footings).

. Compressed asbestos sheet packing (located on top of the back walls).

. Pre-moulded bituminous joint filler and expansion joint materials — various locations.

. Nine (9) - 4” asbestos cement ducts for Rochester Telephone Corporation.

BIN 1035240 - East Avenue Bridge

. Bituminous material (Item 61 — applied to the backs of all abutments and walls above
tops of footings).

. Compressed asbestos sheet packing (located on top of the back walls).

. Pre-molded bituminous joint filler and expansion joint materials — various locations.

. Six (6) - 4” asbestos cement ducts for Rochester Telephone Corporation.

Inner Loop Retaining Walls

Pre-molded bituminous joint filler and bituminous material are also associated with the joint sections of
the Inner Loop retaining walls located between South Clinton and East Main Street.

Utilities

A note was identified on the drawings which indicated that the RG&E electrical system in the area was
historically composed of ACM transite duct. New electrical conduits installed at later dates were to be
composed of galvanized wrought iron or steel pipe. Lighting standard conduits were composed of either
fiber conduit or galvanized steel. However, the lighting duct materials used in the vicinity of the Monroe
Avenue Bridge for the lighting poles are reportedly composed of 2-inch ACM transite conduit.

Traffic signal conduits are composed of galvanized steel. Storm sewers appear to have been constructed
of concrete manholes and pipes, reinforced concrete cylinder pipe, vitreous clay pipe drops, and
perforated corrugated metal pipe. Water mains and laterals appear to have been constructed of cast iron
or steel pipe. The composition of the conduits associated with the other utilities in this area of the corridor
could not be determined from the record plan drawings.

Field Inspection, Sampling and Identification

The inspection of the three bridges, expressway retaining walls, railings and sidewalks identified a
number of known or suspect materials that were sampled for laboratory analysis or assumed to be
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positive for asbestos. The following materials were analyzed by the laboratory. Materials determined to
be positive for asbestos are shown in bold.

BIN 1021630 — Monroe Avenue over Inner Loop

. Black pre-molded bituminous joint filler found within between sections of the retaining
walls and where the retaining walls meet the bridge abutments and piers.

) Green paint associated with the railing found along the top of the expressway walls in this
section.

BIN 1050149 - Broad Street Bridge

. White to grey HID light backer board material.

. Bearing pad material.

) White to grey pre-molded joint filler/expansion joint found between sections of the
retaining walls and where the retaining walls meet the bridge abutments.

. Black sheet packing materials found behind the joint filler/expansion joint.

. Green paint associated with the bridge and bridge railings found along the top of the

expressway walls in this section.

BIN 1035240 - East Avenue Bridge

. White to grey pre-molded joint filler/expansion joint found between sections of the
retaining walls and where the retaining walls meet the bridge abutments.

Black sheet packing materials found behind the joint filler/expansion joint.

Utility pipe insulation.

Bearing pad material.

Green paint associated with the bridge and bridge railings found along the top of the
expressway walls in this section.

All the white to grey expansion joint materials found between the retaining walls section vertical joints and
the bridge abutment transitions to the adjacent retaining walls must be considered asbestos containing.
The black sheet packing found behind the joint materials in non-asbestos containing.

The following suspect materials identified on the record plans were not able to be sampled in the field
because they were not accessible to the asbestos inspectors:

. Bituminous material apparently applied to the backs of all abutments and walls above
tops of footings. If these materials are exposed during demolition, samples should be
collected for laboratory analysis to determine if asbestos is present in this material.

. Compressed asbestos sheet packing (located on top of the back walls). This
material must be assumed to be positive and be removed following abatement
procedures if encountered in the field during bridge demolition. It was nhot
identified in the field.

Any removal/disturbance of asbestos-containing materials will need to be performed by a New York State
licensed asbestos abatement contractor. It is recommended that Blanket Variance 14 be utilized for the
removal of the identified asbestos-containing materials.

If any additional suspect material is observed during the construction period, the Construction
Inspector/Engineer in Charge should be immediately notified. Representative samples of the suspect
materials should be collected and analyzed for asbestos content in accordance with NYSDOT
procedures.

Asbestos Special Notes and Specifications will be prepared to address proper mitigation and disposal of

the asbestos materials. These Asbestos Special Notes and Specifications will be prepared by personnel
with an Asbestos Designer License.
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4.4.19 Hazardous Waste and Contaminated Materials

4.4.19.1 Lead Based Paint -

The project corridor was screened to determine the potential presence of lead based paint within the
proposed project limits. This screening resulted in the following:

e The railings located at the top of the expressway retaining walls are painted green throughout the
corridor. The railings on the bridges (Broad, East and Main) crossing over the expressway are
painted green as well. All of these bridges are painted with this similar green paint.

e Silver painted light poles in the vicinity of the Monroe Avenue Bridge.

e The railings on the Monroe Street Bridge are newer galvanized railings. The deck on the Monroe
Street Bridge was replaced in 2000, and the beams/girders have a brown appearance.

No other suspect materials were identified within the project corridor. The above referenced locations
were tested for the presence of lead by readings obtained by using an Innovex XRF device in the field.
Any sample of paint testing 1.0 mg/cm? is considered positive and identified as a lead-based paint by
regulation. Based on these results all bridge and railing components that have green paint must be
considered to contain lead based coatings. The silver paint associated with the light poles in the vicinity
of the Monroe Street bridge section should also be considered positive for the presence of lead.

4.4.19.2 Hazardous Waste and Contaminated Materials -

Screening and Site Assessment

A Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials Site Screening (a.k.a. NYSDOT Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA)) was conducted in accordance with NYSDOT’s The Environmental Manual (TEM)
Section 4.4.20 “Contaminated Materials and Hazardous Substances” (Updated November 2011) and the
NYSDOT Environmental Procedures Manual, Chapter 5, in order to document the likely presence or
absence of hazardous/contaminated environmental conditions. A hazardous/contaminated environmental
condition is the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products
(including products currently in compliance with applicable regulations) on a property under conditions
that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous
substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into the ground, ground water, or
surface water of the property.

The Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials Site Screening included a review of NYSDEC/USEPA
regulatory data files and a site ‘walkover’ on June 5, 2013. The Hazardous Waste/Contaminated
Materials Site Screening identified thirty-five (35) Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials sites or
groups of sites within or adjacent to the project corridor based on their historical use, database records or
observations in the field.

Sites with historic evidence of mapped underground storage tanks (UST) locations that are within or
immediately adjacent to the proposed limits of construction are identified below. These sites are most
likely to have a potential impact on the project. Special notes and a figure showing the exact location of
each of those sites with tanks that are within or immediately adjacent to the area of construction will be
prepared for the PS&E package advising the Contractor and EIC that soil contamination may be expected
in these areas:

e Mapped USTs were identified beneath the parking lot at approximately 83 North Union Street/287
University Avenue. This area is currently not scheduled to be developed but is located between
the proposed Inner Loop roadway and North Union Streets. Since it appears no construction of
note ever occurred in this area, the tanks and surrounding soils may still be present;

e A mapped UST was identified in the grassy area between Pitkin Street and the Inner Loop ramp
approximately 100 feet south of the intersection of Pitkin and Richmond Streets;

e A mapped UST was identified at a former automobile manufacturer at the northwest corner of
Inner Loop and Chestnut Street adjacent to the sidewalk on the north side. Current location
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would be near the southeast corner of the parking ramp located on the city block bound by Pitkin
Street/Inner Loop ramp, South Clinton Avenue, Woodbury Boulevard, and Chestnut Street;

e Mapped USTs were identified at a former gas station near the southwest corner of Johnson Place
and Chestnut Street with USTs identified beneath what is now the parking lot and roadway; and,

e Mapped USTs were identified at a former gas station with numerous USTs in the area of the
triangle intersection of Inner Loop and Chestnut Street. Due to their location it is presumed that
all the tanks have been removed but some residual contaminated soil may be encountered during
any excavation work completed in this immediate area.

The excavation contractor will be informed of the historical uses at each of these properties of potential
environmental concern for purposes of health, safety, and preparedness. During construction, USTs (if
present) should be removed and properly closed and soils encountered with signs of contamination
should be segregated to await sampling and characterization. Once the soils are characterized they
should be disposed of in accordance with all applicable regulations. A soil management plan that
contains contingency actions for the removal and mitigation of any encountered contaminated soils
should be developed as part of this project.

A copy of the Hazardous Waste / Contaminated Material Screening report is located in Appendix J.

4.4.19.3 Contaminated Materials (Other) -

The Monroe Avenue Bridge has extensive bird guano deposits and dead bird carcasses especially on the
southern bridge pier abutment that will have to be handled safety during construction to prevent worker
exposure to these materials and the chance of contracting histoplasmosis, cryptococcal meningitis and
other diseases.

45 Construction Effects

Each of the potential construction impacts and mitigation measures have been identified and discussed in
the respective sections and subsections above. However, the single most notable construction related
impacts involve disruption to local travel patterns and construction related noise impacts. Disruption to
local travel patterns will occur as a result of temporary detours and congestion due to construction
activities. Construction related Impacts and Mitigation Measures are discussed below.

4.5.1 Construction Impacts

Construction noise will occur, however, construction noise differs from traffic noise in the flowing ways:

e Construction noise only lasts for the duration of the construction contract;

e Construction activities are usually limited to the daylight hours when most human activity takes
place;

e Construction activities are generally short term; and

e Construction noise is intermittent and depends on the type of operation.

The project will include the construction activities of excavation, sub-base preparation, roadway millings,
placement of fill via dump trucks, and other miscellaneous work.

4.5.2 Mitigation Measures

Certain mitigation measures can be incorporated into the contract documents to reduce construction
noise in the project area. The following mitigation strategies are likely to be used for this project:

e Use of exhaust systems in good working order, engine enclosures and intake silencers;
e Regular equipment maintenance;
e Use of new equipment subject to new product noise emission standards;
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e Placement of stationary equipment as far away from sensitive receptors as possible;
e Strategic choice of staging sites and C&D disposal sites; and
e Limitations on work hours.

4.6 Indirect and Secondary Effects

The proposed project has the potential to indirectly affect social conditions by impacting land use,
community character, and the local economy by spurring growth. One of the project benefits previously
discussed is that it will create development parcels that can accommodate up to 795,000 square feet of
mixed-use real estate development. Based on real estate market estimates included in the Real Estate
Market Analysis Report, new development could support a total land value of all parcels between $8.0
million and $11.5 million.

4.7 Cumulative Effects

Other than the secondary impacts associated with the future development of the new parcels, which will
be subject to review and approval by the City of Rochester, no cumulative effects are anticipated with this
project. The project is essentially a transformation of an existing roadway corridor.

4.8 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Implementation of the proposed project involves a commitment of a range of natural, physical, human,
and fiscal resources. Land used in the construction of the proposed facility is considered an irreversible
commitment during the time period that the land is used for a highway facility. However, if a greater need
arises for the use of the land, or if the highway facility is no longer needed, the land can be converted to
another use. At present, there is no reason to believe such a conversion will ever be necessary or
desirable.

Considerable amount of fossil fuels, labor, and highway construction materials such as cement,
aggregate, and bituminous material are expended. Additionally large amounts of labor and natural
resources are used in the fabrication and preparation of construction materials. These materials are
generally not retrievable. However, they are not in short supply and their use will not have an adverse
effect upon continue availability of these resources. Any construction will also require a substantial one-
time expenditure of both State and Federal funds which are not retrievable.

The commitment of these resources is based on the concept that residents in the immediate area, State,
and region will benefit by the improved quality life. These benefits will consist of improved accessibility
and safety, savings in time, and greater availability of quality services which are anticipated to outweigh
the commitment of resources.”

4.9 Adverse Environmental Impacts that cannot be Avoided or Adequately Mitigated

The environmental impacts identified to date for this project that cannot be avoided have been mitigated
to the greatest extent practicable. While certain construction related impacts will occur despite mitigation,
the resulting impacts will relatively short-term and temporary in nature, much like other City roadway
reconstruction projects that occur throughout the region.
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CHAPTER 5 — PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

5.1 Oral Comments Received at the February 4, 2014 Public Hearing

The following includes responses to address public comments on the Draft Design Report for the Inner
Loop East Transformation Project received at the Public Hearing held on February 4™ 2014. These
comments were presented orally and are summarized below; the stenographer transcript contains
verbatim comments (see Attachments).

5.1.1 Michael Knight, Buena Place

Comment: Mr. Knight stated that he has lived on Buena Place for the past 40 years. He commented that
the problem with parking should have been taken care of years ago and some people here don't
understand the nature of the problem (animosity, inconvenience, isolation). He observed that lots of
people were in agreement when the parking issue was brought up earlier in the evening and proposed
that a committee be established to addresses the issue. Mr. Knight thanked everyone for their time.

Response: The proposed design has maximized parking within the corridor by providing on-
street parking along both sides of Union Street where feasible. The project will create more
parking spaces than currently exist along South Union Street.

5.1.2 Steven Venturino, South Union Street

Comment: Mr. Venturino stated that there were two problems he wished to comment on — street cleaning
and snow removal, both of which impacts parking. He stated that plans for this should consider the
system on Park Avenue (1 hour parking restriction for cleaning/snow removal). He also commented on
handicap parking and asked whether this plan considers an improvement in handicap parking. He
commented that the COR has done a great job at branding different areas, but wondered whether thought
had yet been given to branding this area (uniqueness). He also commented that he expects that all of the
old signage is being considered in the design plan. His final commented questioned whether Union Street
will still be an emergency snow route and that snow emergencies should be considered in the plan.

Response: Please see response to comment 5.1.1 above. The City can incorporate handicap
parking, if there is a need identified, but up until this point the City is not aware of a particular
need. Union Street will remain an emergency snow route. No decision in that regard has been
made. Lastly, this project will evaluate all of the existing signing and make the necessary
changes.

5.1.3 Dawn Williams-Fuller, Ambassador Union Street, LLC

Comment: Ms. Williams-Fuller re-iterated the need for residential, non-metered parking, especially south
of Broad Street. Metered residential parking is not friendly and not livable although it is understood for
the upper area (more commercial). She emphasized the comments by the previous speaker pertaining to
cleaning and snow removal and its impact on parking (cannot switch over, blocks traffic). She also
commented that the branding idea presented by the previous speaker was a great idea.

Response: Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 5.1.1 above. The City of
Rochester will incorporate this input into their assessment as they develop a parking strategy for
Union Street. No decision has been made at this point of the project.

5.1.4 Joey Lanzone, staff writer for Roc Insomniac

Comment: Mr. Lanzone stated that he believes we should fix what we have before we move onto other
things; he gave the example of the old Cadillac Hotel on Atlas Street as a location that should be cleaned
up prior to fixing this [Inner Loop East project area].

Response: Comment noted. The comment reflects an opinion; therefore, no response is
required.
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5.1.5 Jack Darcy, property owner within project area

Comment: Mr. Darcy commented that this is a momentous time in the City’s history to set the tone for the
future. He states that beautification (including superior landscaping) is of critical importance and that it
would be a wise investment and a cooperative effort can make the vision a reality. He suggested
“gardenscape” as a branding; he commented that the beautification can transform a struggling area to a
prosperous, livable area. Mr. Darcy stated that the current parking struggles needs to be part of the plan.
Mr. Darcy suggested that staging of construction should be considered in the plan — when the project
area is torn up, the surrounding area will have a negative perception which can hurt businesses and the
community. Mr. Darcy next commented on the new buildable parcels, stating that the application process
should require development applicants to say how the development will help the area, how the
development complies with beautification and vision, and to demonstrate that the type of development is
needed — shouldn’t be sold to the right bidder alone. Mr. Darcy stated that it was his understanding that
funding from the TIGER grant will provide some landscaping funds but funding is needed to perpetually
maintain this as well as maintain the developable parcels until the bidding/buying/developing process
begins. Mr. Darcy, as a major stakeholder, stated that a committee is needed to pursue the beautification
and vision aspect of this project along with future development compliance with both; he stated that he is
willing to serve on such a committee.

Response: Landscaping and beautification efforts are very important to the overall success of
the project. The future development of the parcels will accomplish and promote the various
community characteristics identified by the City of Rochester and neighborhood groups and
coalitions. Each development parcel will be subject to review by the City of Rochester as
developers come forward and site plans are prepared. Each development parcel will be reviewed
for consistency with the Center City Master Plan and other applicable City codes, which includes
provisions for landscaping and overall aesthetics.

The City would support a landscaping assessment district if the adjacent owner’'s wanted to
consider this.

Please see response to comment 5.1.1 above regarding parking concerns. During the final design
phase, the City will be developing a staging plan for the entire project. The intent of the staging
plan will be to minimize impacts to adjacent residents and landowners, while allow the contractor
to efficiently construct the project.

5.1.6 Chris McCamic, Buena Place

Comment: Mr. McCamic stated that this project has a lot of potential but there was something a bit
dishonest about the schematics (lots of trees/green spaces but truly will be developable parcels). He
stated that public space (green space, permaculture, urban gardens) outweighs economic development
benefits and that the current parking problems would get worse. He also agreed with the committee
suggestion by the previous speaker and that he would too serve on such a committee.

Response: Please see the response to comment 5.1.1 above regarding parking. The comment
reflects the opinion of the commenter; therefore, no response is required. The schematics are
not intended to mislead any reviewer. The schematics attempt to depict the total amount of
anticipated street trees.

5.1.7 Edward Steinberg, Lafayette Park

Comment: Mr. Steinberg commented that the South Union development parcels would be zoned CCD
which implies they will have to meet design standards which should be emphasized in this decision
making process concerning future development. He stated that the area itself is historical — high-caliber
historic designations on Lafayette, Canfield, and Buena. He mentioned the Georgian townhouses
promised view of downtown (would be affected by this project). Mr. Steinberg also commented on the
Howell Street thoroughfare planned alignment — he stated that a lot of traffic flows onto the dead end
street because people think it's a through-street and the project’s design alignment would increase the
probability of this. He mentions that geometric curb blinds and street narrowing which are designed to
help present another set of problems. Mr. Steinberg states that it should enter north and not be aligned.
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Response: The South Union Street development parcels will be zoned CCD. Therefore, the
development of these parcels will have to meet the intent and guidelines identified in the CCD
requirements. Each development parcel will be subject to review by the City of Rochester as
developers come forward and site plans are prepared. Each development parcel will be reviewed
for consistency with the Center City Master Plan and other applicable City codes, which includes
provisions for landscaping and overall aesthetics.

The proposed intersection configuration for Howell Street, Union Street and Lafayette Park has
been revised to address the concern that Lafayette appears to be a thru-street versus the fact that
it is a dead-end street. The revised configuration eliminates the curb radii from Union Street to
Lafayette Park, proposes a continuous curb line and sidewalk with a typical driveway apron
entrance for Lafayette Park, and includes a new dead end warning sign.

5.2 Written Comments Received at the February 4, 2014 Public Hearing

th written comments were received at the Public Information Meeting/Public Hearing held on February
4", 2014

5.3 Written Comments Received via E-Mail Following the Public Hearing

The following includes responses to address written public comments on the Draft Preliminary Design
Report for the Inner Loop East Transformation Project, received via e-mail following the Public Hearing
held on February 4™, 2014. The public comment collection period closed February 14", 2014. These
comments (or pertinent excerpts of these comments) are included below verbatim and hard copies are
presented in the Attachments.

5.3.1 Anthony Mittiga

Comment: “| attended the presentation on February 4 at the Central Library, and want to commend you,
and the other officials, for answering the many questions. Frankly, | did not have any questions myself,
since I've been following this plan in the "D&C". I'm in favor of the plan as given, and confident that
details on signage, pedestrian safety, parking, and so on, will be worked out as time goes on...”

Response: The comment reflects the opinion of the commenter; therefore, no response is
required.

5.3.2 Colleen McCarthy, Lock 66 Neighborhood Association

Comment: “I did not locate a place for public comment @ cityofrochester.gov; therefore, | am sending a
brief email regarding concerns about the Inner Loop East Transformation Project.

The proposed design of Howell/Inner Loop/Pitkin and Monroe/Chestnut is not pedestrian friendly. The
proposed design of the right turn lane on Chestnut Street is dangerous for pedestrians. The northbound
lane of Monroe Avenue to westbound Pitkin towards 490 is unsafe for pedestrians due to high speed left
turns from Monroe Avenue.

If the design is not pedestrian-friendly and safe, Monroe Avenue neighborhoods will remain separated
from the core of downtown. The goal of reconnecting neighborhoods with downtown is not accomplished
by the current design...”

Response: Integrating safe pedestrian access through the Monroe/Chestnut/Howell intersection
has been given significant attention during the preliminary design process. The goal has been to
balance the needs of all the users, including pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles.
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The Chestnut Street southbound right turn slip lane is essential to minimize the size of the
Monroe/Chestnut/Howell Street signalized intersection. This slip ramp is anticipated to carry over
1,285 vehicles per hour getting on the 1-490 expressway system. If this slip ramp was eliminated
and all these vehicles were forced to turn right at the traffic signal, multiple (triple right turns)
lanes would be necessary. Multiple right turn lanes at the Monroe/Chestnut/Howell intersection
would have significant impacts on the intersection, bicycle and pedestrian access. The right turn
lane on Chestnut Street to access the expressway is currently two (2) lanes and will be one (1)
lane in the future. Additional safety improvements include high visibility pavement marking and
traffic signs.

A pedestrian on Monroe Avenue heading downtown using the proposed intersection design will
cross fewer lanes in comparison to the existing layout. Since the Public Information meeting, the
east leg of the intersection has also been modified to enhance the pedestrian experience by
eliminating the westbound left turn lane and replacing it with an island for pedestrian refuge.

5.3.3 Allan Richards, Wadsworth Square Neighborhood Association

Comment: “On behalf of the Wadsworth Square Neighborhood Association, we are pleased to take the
opportunity to comment on the design of the Inner Loop East Transformation Project and its impact on the
families and businesses of the Wadsworth Square Neighborhood. We have supported this project through
two federal application processes. We agree that: “The transformation of this expressway into an at-grade
complete street supporting bicycle and pedestrian traffic will create a more livable and walkable
community thus resulting in substantial social, health, fiscal and economic benefits.” While there is much
to remark upon regarding the project, we would like to limit our comments and draw your attention to the
areas of the current Monroe/Chestnut intersection and the Monroe/Union Street intersection.

The intersection of Monroe/Chestnut and Howell/Inner Loop/Pitkin has been an area of great concern.
The current configuration of this interchange is unpleasant, intimidating and dangerous for pedestrians. It
discourages people from walking downtown. This concern was raised at a meeting held with the
Wadsworth Square Neighbors and representatives from the City and Stantec. Additionally, at the
November 6, 2013 meeting at Manhattan Square Park these concerns where once again raised by
Wadsworth Square neighbors as well as by other participants. The Wadsworth Square neighbors were
disappointed to see a design presented at the February 4, 2014 meeting that still did not address these
concerns. While the bridge over the Inner Loop has been removed, there are still too many lanes to cross,
the traffic island and right turn lane on Chestnut Street remain essentially unchanged and nothing has
been done to discourage high speed left turns from the northbound lane of Monroe Avenue to the
westbound lane of Pitkin Street leading to 1-490, which create dangerous conditions for pedestrians.

We believe that the current design does not fulfill two of the four project objectives:

e Supporting Healthy Lifestyles and Improving Livability: By providing a boulevard with wide
sidewalks and dedicated bicycle facilities while leveraging mixed-use infill development, the
project encourages bicycle and pedestrian activity, helping to create a more livable and
sustainable community.

0 While this statement may be applicable to S. Union Street, The bicycle and pedestrian
experience for users of Monroe Avenue/Chestnut will improve little, if at all.

Response: Seeresponse to comment 5.3.2 above.

e Reconnecting Neighborhoods with Downtown: It will remove a significant barrier to
redevelopment in the East End, one of Rochester's most important downtown districts, and
reconnect thriving east side neighborhoods with the downtown area.

0 By failing to significantly reduce the width of the Inner Loop between 1-490 and Monroe
Avenue/Chestnut Street and by raising this overly wide roadway to grade, the barrier
between downtown and Wadsworth Square has not been reduced at all. This comes at
the cost of a reduction of the amount of developable land that can be made available,
which in turn will reduce the return on investment for the project.
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We have been told, by the City, that the current design is the only one that will be approved by the New
York State Department of Transportation. If that is the case, we ask that the state DOT come and meet
with the neighborhood to explain its choice, as our conversations with the State indicate there may be
room for further discussion.

Response: The portion of the project from 1-490 to Monroe/Chestnut is considered part of the 1-490
expressway system (accommodates on and off ramps) and therefore needs to meet current
design standards as well as accommodate projected traffic volumes. The proposed alternative is
recommending a narrower pavement width from existing conditions within this segment of the
project.

The second area of concern is the intersection of Monroe/Union. Currently, Union Street is a continuation
of Broadway, which serves as an exit ramp from 1-490 to the Inner-loop. It is our understanding that the
city would like to reconfigure these streets to make them two way streets. With the Inner Loop East
Transformation Project calling for the discontinued use of Union as a one-way street between Main Street
and Monroe Avenue, it is only logical to extend that benefit to the section of Broadway/Union from the I-
490 exit to Monroe Avenue. This would help in fulfilling another touted benefit of this project: Increasing
Traffic Safety. Additionally, the reconfiguration of these traffic patterns will preserve the residential nature
of Broadway and surrounding neighborhood streets and reduce the high speed traffic that we currently
experience. We would encourage the city to approach the county and the state to accomplish this task
while reconstructing Union Street...”

Response: The City of Rochester has long term plans to re-evaluate and possibly convert the
segment of Broadway from the 1-490 exit ramp to the Monroe Avenue to two-way operations. This
is a separate project that is outside of the project limits and therefore is not included in the
current funding.

5.4 Written Comments Received via Mail Following the Public Hearing

The following includes responses to address written public comments on the Draft Preliminary Design
Report for the Inner Loop East Transformation Project, received via mail following the Public Hearing held
on February 4™ 2014. The public comment collection period closed February 14" 2014. These
comments are included below verbatim and hard copies are presented in the Attachments.

5.4.1 John Glassman

Comment: “The Inner Loop has been an integral and efficient means for people who live and work and
travel in and around Rochester downtown for many years. In fact, Rochester's ease of travel has long
been one of its’ best features when promoting the area to prospective new comers. The Inner Loop
provides optimal routing for both car and truck traffic to all feeder routes in and out of the downtown
central area. Rochester Downtown itself can be fully navigated in a nhominal time of just a few minutes,
often faster than the time one will sit at single traffic light on a standard city street. The Inner Loop
Transformation Draft Design Report — Volume 1 talks about model studies to determine impact to other
routes and determined that the Level of service of other roads would remain at Good level and
themselves would not be negatively impacted. But this fails to recognize the true travel time impact to the
individuals who do use the current route now and in the future and to what degree these changes will
have. While a rate of 200 car per hour that use that section of the loop may seem low on a comparison
basis to other routes, it still represents thousands of people who travel in and around the city daily and
need to get where they are going in a predictable time frame. How will this effect response time for police,
fire and ambulance? Just because Union St. does not have any stations in that section does not mean
forcing these services to take other routes will not have an Impact on their response times. The report
completely dismisses the need to do time of travel and delay impact when the current highway route and
bypass is no longer a viable option for drivers. | find this unacceptable and ask that this project not be
allowed to precede without preforming and evaluating Travel Time Estimates and comparing them with
current possible routes and then with the alternative routes with the proposed routing changes.”
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[Cites 3.3.1.5 Speeds and Delays (paragraphs 1 and 2) from January 2013 Draft Design Report PIN
4940.T7]

Response: One of the first questions addressed at the initiation of the Inner Loop East project
was to identify the overall impact of removal of the Inner Loop expressway on the regional
transportation system. This question was addressed by using state of the art regional travel
demand model developed and calibrated by the Genesee Transportation Council Metropolitan
Planning Organization for the greater Rochester regional area. GTC modeled the elimination of the
Inner Loop East and provided the relative change in travel patterns in the area and region. The
model results showed little to no effect on the surrounding roadway network. This addressed the
pivotal question for the Federal Highway Administration that has allowed this project to receive
federal funding and progress to construction.

As part of the project’s development process, the design team has coordinated with the City of
Rochester’s Police Department and Fire Department.

The travel time and delay section in the design report was not dismissed. This section notes that
the project will provide acceptable levels of operations and therefore travel time and delay
calculations are not required to be calculated.

5.4.2 James Cerniglia

Comment: “I whole heartedly support the concepts Jack Darcy put forward at the information meeting on
2/4 in Gleason Aud. The developable land made available after removal of Inner Loop East should be
competently and professionally landscaped to reflect “Gardenscape” concept and to represent
Rochester’s illustrious history as the “Flower City”. This all-green concept of an urban streetscape park
concept would make it a unique area in this city. Park benches, outdoor sculptures and yes, even
fountains need to be part of urban living in the 21 century. If any of these land parcels were to go for
development, a precedent/expectation of what they're supposed to be would already be evident to any
potential developer(s). Rochester needs to follow the example of New York City’s completed plans for the
former West Side Highway. Once completed, these redesigned areas become a magnet for events both
cultural and inter-social.

Urban renewal of 50+ years ago carved the heart out of a once-vibrant city for the benefit of
urban/suburban traffic flow. It's a unique opportunity to heal that wound and reunite city neighborhoods!
Taxpayers are watching and counting on this!”

Response: Comment noted. This comment reflects an opinion; therefore, no response required.

5.4.3 Roger Brown, Rochester Regional Community Design Center

Comment: “I am writing on behalf of the Rochester Regional Community Design Center (RRCDC)
regarding the proposed Inner Loop Project for the Center City’s southeast section of that roadway that will
be removed as part of a project partially funded by a Federal TIGER Grant secured by the City. The
RRCDC, as you are aware, has worked on and submitted our suggestions for this project. We have
presented ideas in public sessions and in other meetings with the City and its consultants. | am
resubmitting these materials with this correspondence, along with a letter from consultant Jeff Speck,
whose comments were offered separately by him in direct correspondence with the City. | am attaching
these for your convenience here.

Without going into great detail, as the Rochester Regional Community Design Center (RRCDC) is still of
the belief that in general the Plan of 1/30/14 is much too heavy on design elements that diminish the
pedestrian experience. Though much improvement to the Plan has been accomplished there are still too
many vehicular travel and left turn lanes; the vehicular lanes are too wide; and not enough attention is
paid to incorporating wider tree lawns (growing good tall healthy street trees require space — good tall
healthy trees add tremendous value, environmental and economic, to neighborhoods).

Response: The plan has been refined substantially to reduce the number of travel lanes and
provide additional tree lawn widths. Recently, the center turn lane was eliminated on Howell Street
from Monroe Avenue to Union Street and on the north end of Union Street between East Avenue
and University. In addition, through input from RRCDC a secondary row of trees was incorporated
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in the design between the sidewalk and the cycle track and between the cycle track and parking
lane.

We understand the desire for a cycle path but the design as presented has too much going on to the
detriment of the pedestrian. The cycle path appears to make extremely awkward intersections for the
pedestrians. Certainly the double row of trees on Union Street is a positive feature but the resulting layout
needs wider tree lawns (on both the east and west sides). Reducing the land widths would help this
situation and, for sure, removing the center lane would be the preferred solution.

Response: One of the project goals is to provide a multi-modal system for all users. The cycle
track provides dedicated bicycle lanes along the corridor. Similar to junctions with vehicular
traffic, points where the cycle track and sidewalk system meet, special attention is warranted. The
design and layout of the cycle track with the pedestrian system and street are being designed per
National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide and
Manual for Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), which are national guides and standards for
this type of bicycle treatment.

[Attached: Inner Loop Design Alternatives, Meeting, Date: 11.15.13]

5.4.4 RRCDC Inner Loop Design Alternatives

Design Alternatives to Consider
e Create Union Street as a “place” similar to Park Avenue in Character, pedestrian focused.
e Incorporate generous tree lawns (8’) with street trees at 30’ on center.

Response: The City standard tree lawn area is five (5) feet, as proposed in the corridor.
Providing wider tree lawns would increase the right-of-way, impact existing underground
utilities, and minimize economic development parcels. Striking a balance of all the desired
street amenities is the project goal. Thirty foot tree spacing is being considered, where
possible, along with structural soil to improve the root zone.

e Vehicle travel lanes should be no greater than 11’ and preferably 10’ - two travel lanes is preferred
over three.

Response: Eleven (11) foot and 12’ travel lanes are provided along the corridor to
accommodate vehicles and bicycles. The project is proposing using the minimal width that is
allowed per the design standards.

e Always separate the pedestrian from both bikes and vehicles by the 8’ tree lawn buffer.

Response: Western side of Union Street - The current plan provides a 5-6” separation
between the pedestrians and the bikes. The distance between the pedestrians and the
vehicles is 20’-6".

e Consider removing the cycle track in favor of in-street striped lanes each side of the roadway. (This is
becoming an understood system). If the cycle track is required it should be placed next to the
roadway with a 2’-8’ separator.

Response: The City has decided a two-way cycle track is desired along this corridor. Cycle
tracks provide dedicated and protected space for bicyclists by improving perceived comfort
and safety. Cycle tracks eliminate risk and fear of collisions with over-taking vehicles. They
reduce risks of “dooring” (from parked cars) compared to a bike lane, and eliminate the risk of
a “doored” bicyclist being run over by motor vehicles (NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide).
Separation between the parking/travel lanes have been incorporated according to national
recommendations.
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e Incorporate pedestrian scale lighting throughout.
Response: Decorative street lighting will be provided per city standards (14’ post tops).

e Provide generous crosswalks at all intersections and consider mid-block crosswalks where
necessary.

Response: Crosswalks are provided at each signalized intersection and at un-signalized
intersections.

o Design alleys as one-way tree lined narrow streets with sidewalks and street trees. (On-street parking
where appropriate).

Response: The only alley way that is being reconstructed as part of this project is Dryer
Alley. In this particular case, there is limited ROW, therefore making it prohibitive to provide
on-street parking with street trees.

e Create special zoning code for this area and street — special overlay district.

Response: Commented noted. At this time, this is not part of the overall project’'s scope of
work.

e Consider breaking down parcels into smaller sizes.

Response: Commented noted. At this time, this is not part of the overall project’'s scope of
work.

e Building types

3-4 story town houses — park under or double loaded alley or granny flats.

4 story apartments/condos with double loaded corridor (the Mills) — or park under.
4 story apartments/condos with single loaded corridor and courtyard — park under.
5-6-7 story tower — park under.

3-4 story live/work units

Stacked townhouses (2- 2story)

OO0OO0O0O0O0

Response: Commented noted. At this time, this is not part of the overall project’'s scope of
work.

o Let the developer design the alleys per the needs of their proposal — dedicate to the city?

Response: Commented noted. At this time, this is not part of the overall project's scope of
work.

e Underground parking in the old depressed roadway?

Response: Commented noted. At this time, this is not part of the overall project’'s scope of
work.

e Opportunity for a central green?

Response: Commented noted. At this time, this is not part of the overall project’s scope of
work.
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Original Cycle Track Scheme - Negative Issues:

e 20’ paving from the curb (West side).

¢ No buffer separation between the sidewalk and cycle track (poor pedestrian experience).
e Three lanes of traffic (old scheme had two).

e Sometimes thin tree lawns on the east side (5').

Response: The proposed plan has been notably refined since these November 2013 comments
and now incorporates 30’ tree spacing, a tree lawn between pedestrians and bikes, lane
modifications, etc.

Cycle Track Scheme # 1 - Features:

e The pedestrian is separated from the cycle path by a tree lawn (trees at 30’ on center).
e The cycle track is separated from the on-street parking by a tree lawn.

e Two traffic lanes. (11’)

Response: The proposed plan has been notably refined since these November 2013 comments
and now incorporates 30’ tree spacing, a tree lawn between pedestrians and bikes, lane
modifications, etc.

Cycle Track Scheme #2 - Features:

e The pedestrian is separated from the cycle path by a tree lawn (trees at 30’ on center).
o The cycle track is separated from the on-street parking by a 3’ concrete separator.

e Two traffic lanes.

Response: The proposed plan has been notably refined since these November 2013 comments
and now incorporates 30’ tree spacing, a tree lawn between pedestrians and bikes, lane
modifications, etc.

On — Street Cycle Lanes - Features:

e The pedestrian is separated from the vehicles and cyclist by a tree lawn.
e There is a narrow Right of Way (74")

e These are standard cycle lanes are common to typical Rochester layout.
e Increased area of developable land.

Response: The City has decided a two-way cycle track is desired along this corridor. Cycle
tracks provide dedicated and protected space for bicyclists by improving perceived comfort and
safety. Cycle tracks eliminate risk and fear of collisions with over-taking vehicles. They reduce
risks of “dooring” (from parked cars) compared to a bike lane, and eliminate the risk of a “doored”
bicyclist being run over by motor vehicles (NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide). Separation
between the parking/travel lanes have been incorporated according to national recommendations.

[Attached: Inner Loop Design Alternatives, Meeting, Date: 11.15.13]

5.45 Jeff Speck, Speck & Associates, LLC

Comment: “I was recently asked by Tim Raymond and Linda Magi to review the current plans for the
Connector. | have taken the time to do this pro bono, because | see great opportunity for improvement.

Whenever a highway is replaced by a street, and that street is designed by highway engineers, there is a
justifiable fear that the street will turn out as a narrower highway. Given that streets create property value
and social capital, while highways sunder property value and social capital, it is essential that every effort
be made to avoid a narrow-highway outcome. Helping you to achieve that end is the purpose of this
memo.

The critique that follows is based on the January 30 design available on the City website. Looking at the
plan from southwest to north, here are my comments:
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e There should be no slip lane for the right turn at the Chestnut/Howell intersection. Slip lanes are a
high-speed detail that has no-place on urban streets.

Response: Integrating safe pedestrian access through the Monroe/Chestnut/Howell
intersection has been given significant attention during the preliminary design process.
The goal has been to balance the needs of all the users, including pedestrians, bicycles,
and vehicles.

The Chestnut Street southbound right turn slip lane is essential to minimize the size of the
Monroe/Chestnut/Howell Street signalized intersection. This slip ramp is anticipated to
carry over 1,285 vehicles per hour getting on the 1-490 expressway system. If this slip
ramp was eliminated and all these vehicles were forced to turn right at the traffic signal,
multiple (triple right turns) lanes would be necessary. Multiple right turn lanes at the
Monroe/Chestnut/Howell intersection would have significant impacts on the intersection,
bicycle and pedestrian access. The right turn lane on Chestnut Street to access the
expressway is currently two (2) lanes and will be one (1) lane in the future. Additional
safety improvements include high visibility pavement marking and traffic signs.

e As it approaches Chestnut from the east, Howell St. gains an unjustified extra lane.

Response: The approach to Chestnut from the east requires two travels lanes on the
intersection approach. The overall geometry at the intersection is a function of
intersection volumes and capacity needs. The traffic study assessment has justified the
geometric treatments required at this intersection and all intersections in the corridor.
Since the Public Information meeting, the westbound left turn lane has been eliminated
and an island is currently being proposed.

e East of Monroe there is a super-long center lane that is wasted pavement and encourages
speeding. Only a short left-hand turn lane is warranted into the parking lot to the west. This lane
does not correspond with any additional traffic load, and only encourages speeding.

Response: The center turn lane in this section has been eliminated.

e This first segment of the street seems to lack parallel parking on both sides. Parallel parking is an
essential barrier of steel that protects pedestrians from moving vehicles and gives life to adjacent
development. A sidewalk without parallel parking is not an adequate pedestrian facility. THIS
OBSERVATION SHOULD BE APPLIED TO THE ENTIRETY OF THE DESIGN.

Response: The center turn lane in this section has been eliminated and on-street parking
has been incorporated.

e Howell has a super-long left-hand turn lane west of Union Street, into a tiny one block street that
nobody will use. This turn lane should be eliminated, as it only encourages speeding.

Response: The referenced left turn lane has been eliminated.

¢ North of Monroe Avenue, South Union street lacks a long stretch of parallel parking to the west.

Response: This section of S. Union Street is very narrow. The street width available was
optimized to provide two-way traffic operations, bicycle lanes on both sides, sidewalks,
on-street parking the entire length on the east side and some new parking on the west
side. The limited right of way (ROW) width will not allow for full length of parking without
ROW impacts.

¢ How wide are the travel lanes? The ITE urban standard is now 10 - 11 feet. 11 feet makes sense
for bus corridors that are not up against bike lanes, but otherwise 10 feet should be the standard
here throughout. Each extra foot adds design speed and danger.
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Response: The proposed project incorporates 11’ and 12’ travel lane widths, which meet
current design standards for this type of facility.

e The same goes for parking lanes. The ITE standard is 8 feet. The video seems to show wider
parking lanes, but any wider than 8 feet contributes to speeding.

Response: The on-street parking lanes are 8 feet in width.

o North of Lafayette, the entire block contains a center lane that serves no purpose except to speed
cars up. This continuous center turn lane solution is not an urban solution. If space is needed for
deliveries, an occasional parking space should be so designated at the curb.

Response: The center turn lane in this section serves a dual purpose. This lane allows for
turning vehicles to maneuver in and out of the various side streets/alleys and private
driveways. Another purpose is to not preclude the potential for future east/west street
connections. The width can then be restriped for future purposes without sacrificing on-
street parking and pedestrian facilities to do so.

¢ North of Canfield, a center turn lane eases motion into a tiny street that is unlikely to get much
use. This lane seems unnecessary, and will cause speeding.

Response: The turn lane at Savannah Street is in anticipation of the Woodbury Blvd
extension that is not part of this project, but will ultimately provide another cross street
further improving neighborhood connectivity and accessibility.

e From this block north to Broad, another useless center lane appears. What is the purpose of this
lane? THIS CRITICISM NEEDS TO BE APPLIED THROUGHOUT: Wherever center turn lanes
are included that are longer than necessary or simply not needed, they should be eliminated and
the cartpath (curb-to-curb) narrowed correspondingly. Whoever designed this street seems to
have no knowledge of the fact that extra pavement is an inducement to speeding. Since being hit
at 35 MPH is ten times as fatal as being hit as 25, the designers are likely to be responsible for
many deaths.

Response: The left turn lane at Broad Street and center turn lane have been justified and
designed by the traffic study performed per national standards. A left turn lane at Broad
Street currently exists at this location today and becomes even more critical when Union
Street is converted to two-way traffic operations. The safety assessment performed for the
project did not indicate any fatalities within the corridor.

e From Broad Street north, an additional northbound lane has been added. | can find no traffic
counts on the NYS map that would suggest the need for this lane. It is common knowledge that a
2-lane street with center turn lanes at intersections can handle 20,000 cars per day. Only if this
street is currently handling that much traffic should this additional lane be considered. Otherwise,
the entirety of the design should be limited to 3 lanes maximum.

Response: The traffic study included in the design report performed for the project
justifies the geometric and operational requirements at each of the intersections in the
corridor. Unlike highways that in theory can process 10,000 vehicles per day per lane at
free flow speeds, intersection capacity is much more complex as it takes into
consideration volume, traffic signal timing and phasing, lane widths, peak hour factors,
heavy vehicles, on-street parking, pedestrian and bicycle traffic conflicts to name a few.
Every intersection is different and there is no common knowledge of how much traffic an
intersection in an urban setting can process without proper analysis.

e Between Broad Street and East Avenue, the wedge-shaped no-drive section in the center of the
street is pure highway design. Such useless wedges do not belong in urban streets. The cartpath
should simply be narrowed by the wedge's width.
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Response: The proposed striping arrangement is necessary to accommodate the
introduction of a left turn lane at East Avenue.

e The left-hand turn lane into East Avenue seems considerably longer than its standard loading
condition would require.

Response: The length of the left turn lane at the East Avenue intersection is justified
according to the traffic study performed for the intersection.

o Parallel parking should be reinstated along the east curb where it is missing.

Response: On-street parking is shown where feasible. Do to right-of-way limitations
north of East Avenue; a parking lane cannot be accommodated.

e The useless center lane (useful only in encouraging speeding) should be eliminated and the
cartpath narrowed.

Response: The center turn lane has been eliminated and the pavement narrowed in this
section.

e The highway swoop on the eastern downramp is antithetical to a low-speed urban block structure.
Instead, it would seem that Richmond Street should run continuously east-west, and the highway
ramp should T into it, just as it is now shown T-ing into Union. This change would double the size
of the adjacent Future Development Area.

Response: The option to T-in the Inner Loop ramps at Richmond was evaluated.
Geometric constraints, grades and intersection operations were cited as reasons for not
making this option feasible.

e Whether or not the above change is accepted, the access point to the highway from this location
on North Union would warrant a dedicated left-hand turn lane rather than the dangerous two-
northbound-lane solution currently shown, in which the fast lane is also the turning lane.

Response: A thru-left turn lane was provided to minimize the overall pavement width.

o From Parker Alley to Hags Alley can be found another useless center lane that does nothing but
encourage speeding.

Response: The center turn lane has been eliminated and the pavement narrowed in this
section.

5.4.6 Dawn Williams-Fuller, Ambassador Union Street, LLC

Comment: “This letter follows up on the input and comments provided by Ambassador Union Street, LLC
at the February 4, 2014 Public Hearing for the Inner Loop East Transformation Project. While we strongly
support this project and have seen significant improvements in the plans thus far, we have grave
concerns about the plans for metered and highly-restricted parking in our very-residential South Union
Street neighborhood.

Ambassador Union Street, LLC owns and manages the Ambassador Apartments located at 86 South
Union Street. The Ambassador Apartment complex is a recently renovated, 54-unit, multifamily complex
that is home to more than 70 residents. As such, we are one of the largest stakeholders currently residing
on South Union Street and will be adversely impacted by any poor decisions that are made as part of this
transformation project.

With this letter we would like to clearly state our concerns about the parking plans for South Union Street,
and, reiterate the need for residential parking that is not metered or highly-restricted for its residents.

South Union Street is very residential between Broad Street and Monroe Avenue, and, residents living in
these areas rely heavily on street-parking to facilitate their everyday lives. Many residents in the area
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must park on the street as there is nowhere else for them to park due to the high-density multifamily
character of our neighborhood, not unlike the high-density multifamily character of the Park Avenue
Neighborhood which provides ample, unmetered, on-street parking for its residents.

In the February 4th Public Meeting/ Hearing, the team presenting the plans to the Public repeatedly
stated that one of the key goals of this project was to reconnect the neighborhood and make it more “live-
able”.

We would like to state that a key part of making an urban neighborhood “live-able” is — having a place to
park on the street when you come home from work (day or night shift) — a spot on the street where you
can park without worrying about the meter running out of coins and getting a ticket from a parking
attendant or getting towed.

This peace of mind goes a long way to making an urban residential neighborhood “live-able,” even more
so than, bike paths and wide sidewalks with trees. Having an unmetered spot to park on the street where
you live, is fundamental to people living in the South Union Street neighborhood, as it is to most
residential neighborhoods, and, the City should not aim to make a profit at the expense of this very basic
need of its Citizens.

Figures l1a through 3c show pictures of unmetered resident parking on nearby neighborhood streets.
Oxford Street, in the Park Avenue Neighborhood, is an example of a very residential, tree-lined, beautiful
street that provides free (un-metered) on-street parking to its residents. Park Avenue is another example
of a very residential, tree-lined, beautiful street that provides free (unmetered) parking for its residents.
Even East Avenue, in the areas between Alexander and Winton Street which are very residential,
provides free on-street parking to its very wealthy residents. So why would we do any less for the less-
affluent residents of South Union Street?

While we welcome a more pedestrian-friendly, bike-friendly, tree-lined beautiful street, a design element
as critical as un-metered, on-street, parking for neighborhood residents should have equal weight and
consideration in the design plans for the new South Union Street.

Please let us know how we can be of help in providing further input to the parking plans for the new South
Union Street. We welcome the opportunity to be on a committee or QIT to help further resolve these
parking issues for South Union Street.

Thank you for the opportunity to share our support for this project and to provide input to the design
process via the February 4th Public Hearing. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
us.”

[Figures 1a-1e, 2a-2d, and 3a-3c]

Response: Comment noted. The proposed design has maximized parking within the corridor by
providing on-street parking along both sides of Union Street where feasible. The project will
create more parking spaces than currently exist along South Union Street. The City of Rochester
will incorporate this input into their assessment as they develop a parking strategy for Union
Street. No decision has been made at this point of the project.

5-13






APPENDIX A

Maps, Plans, Profiles & Typical Sections






e
~ Y S W
_t 20;%”;@ 5%
G Oy
’%\ / Lofg‘/a# g%
< 8% P
P A 20
% -t
=
‘?3\ /CRS HOLDINGS LLC
(REPUTED OWNER)
OHICO INC 213219 MONROE AVE
(REPUTED OWNER) TA*2I41-2-14 3 sTorr BRICK
143 UNION' ST Li0gg P2 eutome
TAI2I4M28
LN/A PN/A
a
22

8
Wy [ o 1095 UNON ST
;t_’ £ (REPUTED OWNER)
3 12l UNION ST
ar TRI2IAS
S / 106%4 PI3 =
oFf
FF ‘
Q

é@ é@% PH)

109 S UNION ST
(REPUTED OWNER) 109 S UNION ST
119 UNION ST (REPUTED OWNER)
TA*12141-2-4 I 15 UNION ST
L06984 PI3I . TA*12141-2-3 '“(
L06954 PI3I

ASPH PARKING LOT
DRIVEWAY (TYP.)

109 SOUTH UNION STREET LLC
(REPUTED OWNER)
Il UNION- ST
TA*1214-2-2
L09291 Pli4

4 STORY BRICK
BUILDING
109

T
CUI/C\( IIAFLE)\/

GRAN ~ >

/ K__ 5 A ¥ o

NN

USS 11+00

ush 1 1_+£ USs 12+00

| ussi uss 137 ]

uss 1f3+50 a uss

SOUTH UNION STREET —_ S SOUTH UNION STREET 5 GRANITE CURB 5 CONCRETE =
(RO.W. 66) = RO 56) TP SIDEWALK (fYP) =
Al S = in S
r s s I r T I T
4 «©
] ] S o
NI T\ Vo Wl % F b)) N e P R 9l
- CONC J
W o E y_f ___________ T | o ——— - oo A T = W 1 A, S T ] 877 A
| H % P/P?—%NL % % coe ass AL AMAMMNVW\@V\ =
L o = YP) BROKEN = a S
i o = ASPH g | ; ‘7-[
226-230 5 3 3 2 STORY BRICK | STORY BRICK
™ | | BUILDING BUILDING 12
9 ENT i
h o 2 STORY WOOD
F | FRAME |
g , /
I f — - —
CORPORATE  COMMUNICATIONS
296 UONROE. AVENE. LLC JKA ENTERPRISES LLC HICKOK CENTER FOR BRAN (REPUTED OWNER)
GLAZER OFFICE MAVAGEMENT (REPUTED OWNER) 109 SOUTH UNION STREET (REPUTED OWNER) (REPUTED OWNER) 204 LAFAYETTE PL
N & HA TO QUANG -~ (REPUTED OWINER) 120 UNION ST 14118 UNION ST TA*2/41--57
(REPUTED OWNER) 226228 WONROE AVE 126 UNION ST TA*2141--55 TA*I2141H-56 LN/A‘
oy o Twieaess TA2IAH542 L0682 P17 L0277 PAT3 /A PAZA
TH12149--23 SOV 230 MONROE AVE LN/A PN/A A% : ! :
s TAPLA 52 L0991 P14
£ - L0436 P476
N BEGIN CONSTRUCTION -
8 STA US 10+21.57
- \//‘5 AHP LIVINGSTON LLC
8 (REPUTED OWNER)
4 236 MONROE AVE
TA*214H-51
LI0566 P53
AP LIVINGSTON LLC
(REPUTED OWNER)
240-246 MONROE AVE
TA*214F-50
LI0566 P43l
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PLAN

8:54:01 AM

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-01.dgn

Date/Time: 3/10/2014
Plotted By: kstettner

Revision

YY.MM.DD

2
3
>
<]
°
<

Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without deloy.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

File Name: 14.03
Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

SOUTH UNION STREET

Project No. Scale
192500295 1'=20'
Drawing No. Sheet

GNP-1 XXX of XXX

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ

MATCHLINE STA. USS 14+00
SEE DRAWING GNP-2




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-02.dgn
8:16:47 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

109 SOUTH UNION STREET LLC
(REPUTED OWNER)

.+
MAPLE

L
c\y
%

B
[}

L
»
L

T*4

RN

1l UNION ST
TAI2141-2:2
109291 P1i4
|
4 STORY BRICK L\ ———l —— Uf
= 10, F 3 i A\ 7N \
%ﬁm i g = = g ) / /{l[ \[\\ / /ll = (\]/‘l/ l\\ + l \(
— i :.: — & = M = F
> 1 o -y N
con o \"Jﬁ . - - O L el |_\_|_ 4 /L 1 y L 1k _l\ AT N T 9 o
)g> 1 1 . »‘\‘_.—_— - - - (_‘.n_(% o _ 2 _— 52 3 — T = . gm
= L - ' 5 N — N
ﬁ‘;’ = —— e A . ] 107 CYCLE TRACK -I ] - o ® & T g
= ~ s - — _ _ pr— _ pr— prm— fr— [r— =
27 2400 = W& 14450 f USS 1544 uss ;5;!9——%—. USS 16450 USS 17+00 uss k1450 USS 18+00 USS 18+50 S =55 19+00 UsS 19+50 - Uss S%
i + + t < ' = ' ' = ' ' ol — ! =
| PN ST \ 11 — — — = [ i |
55 = ERPY . N N Wmﬂ . CONCRETE N SOUTH UNION STREET ~ — | N I
s - - - /—\ SIDEWALK (TYP.) - (R.O.W. 91) . — \ = > =
£l + 7 \ T - = ’:\ = — . T /—v\ - I r 1 — . ’/\\ E
_ - \‘\’ /{ﬁ I_ I @M\ Tr/ @‘U’M \//( T / mNC_N / \ Aseld / { e Z] g = ‘\ v'vrn il = - M/ : 4 ~ J‘, -
o HE - 4 [] ( b [ e %] G+ ] f ' v , ~
i H \ c -

cone = T4aERY L (3 Ky '3\ V.. A X L /\f\\A L\/ ﬁ/ | - J T C{‘J’”C T 4.V Fasrnnei\\‘ 7 g M . "-\J
o B 3 W“ﬁ’ \“g%w%w\f " e ! e T T 3
BT — q L] . 3 . 3. b !
HATISIN= % awrers | - O R I I v | I o I | o | | D AsPH 12 oop H . s PLE o -\'% .
g ) = ] P — —_ % g
O . | b3 STORY BRCK Lo | N 2 Eussio {g NY&\ h ! /(?" gl o g 2
\ ASPH PARKING LOT E'lf/;/f/gg; 7 \ 1 ] 3
o o o ~o ~o ~o A S o
| | | | I I v I
7/ I | GRAVEL
- _ < s% DRIVEWAY (TYP.) g “ % ; gle L glg \ “, F
= 35 xS s i =\ ° \
=3 M= — e ORIGIN LLC DAVID F. ANDRULIS & I \
UNION| LAF AY%UNEERL}C cRe3s | 388 | SEcC § = SOUTH UMION STREET LLC (REPUTED OWNER) BARBARA L. ANDRULI 5 '
CORPORATE_ COMMUNICATIONS _ (BEATED OHAE SSsas | =Rs@I | 2558= UMON PARK LLC 84 UNON ST (REPUTED OWNER) ®
(REPUTED OWNER) s o o SRS | zregT | 230eY (REPUTED OWNER) TAIDI35+25 82 UNON ST c
204 LAFAYETTE PL ES THZLA 6, £5,23 | S8a3d | 3849E~ 86 UNION ST LI00g5 P21 TAI2I33-126 0 |2
3 @ LI0285 F.I0 LSa= >THE® # S LLC ORIGIN
TAZIAH-5T = 10285 P =RAR™ 5 1= TR LN/A PA/A 2>t (REPUTED OWNER)
~= B =5 S LI0525 P25/ 2 g3
LN/A PN/A 7CU) m S o= |8 22 BUENA PL
| | | | | 2% \ TA2133-1-34]
g m =3 L1085 P20
2
> \
)
b \
N M
- AN
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N N B N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PLAN
— — —_— INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT SOUTH UNION STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ! ) P.I.N. 4940.17 D017599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
- _——— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
PR S — stantec.
W sfonec com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1= 20
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the quwing NO Sheef Revision
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported fo Stantec without delay. .
The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD oruse fzyogny purpose O?ECV than that o\?ﬁhonzcd bs Sthlc is forbidden. ? Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD G N P_2 XXX Of XXX O
ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-03.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:16:48 AM

MATCHLINE STA.

SSN 11+25

SEE DRAWING GNP-12

| L - PITKIN STREET o
BRIDGE_RALL . —
e e —
Bl40M ® ‘ﬁﬂ\ T ‘\‘ o SR
GRAN J
Y
Tz
<Z: 2, INNER LOOP SOUTHBOUND (EXISTING)
zc
<
S |
— 1_J ] ool ] 9
A N — /_ﬁ% e // p I S\ cHEL /—;\F\ —Hg——C ooy —
/ \ / N4 N R -1 —ar i /[ \ /[ \ /[ \
i I A A M A ] ]

5

" ® - | == -
5" lSyR»t\NlTE CURB
o)

(TYI

N Y 4

\

\
I T 1 =
- \-

N ] l | = ([ ~

f

f

] |
-— = M
- = A = NT /- -
I

;

_/ - 10/ CYCLE TRACK

L L L L P i L L
X 5" CONCRET| n

o~

SIDEWALK (TYP.) A

C-dNO ONIMYYHA 338
00+0Z SSN VLS ININHILYIN

HY
L
b
=3
=1

Revision

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ

2

Appd.

YY.MM.DD

Issued

z

>
<]
°
<

YY.MM.DD

The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: - 1403
or se for any purpose ofher than fhat authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.  YY.MMDD

N ,
$% __ = . — p—
— ————————— =
— — p——— ===S — B a
0+00 uss 20+80 USS 21400 USS 21+50 0¥ - 55—22+00 f LSS 22+50 _ oSS 2350 UsS—24400 4552456 455-25+00 95575750 ————
—— P - 4 = A 3 . = i = = —— /
X e SOUTH UNION STREET ' A
N ] & N

MATCHLINE STA. USS 26+00
SEE DRAWING GNP-4

GNP-3 XXX of XXX

s \ r A ’, r s s 1
- GRAN N———— V"‘é_ = : + 9 2 oran ]
o CONC i
e A= A — 1 T 1N | LB *= o NS — o | o
Wooo, STEEL RET 7 WAL
3 " O N 12 IENTI
WAPLE o
Z f Q. J1 3 Sgg%/ig/c)( ‘ ENT
z 7 BROKEN ASPH/CONC/GRASS ——re——" -
i e T || B -
| STORY |- S |
STEEL *50 S~ ! |
25STORY WOOD 2SR 4% (R DRIvEwAY (TYP) B gl |
o Ffégf 64 5 = “' | .
4 2 g L]
D = N
K N Al T ERS g = D R RN '
* 3 m
T B i 33<3% | Bsgat 5 Uiy 5T | s |
ELANE BRIGHAN - ADAY N, BLACKHON Ln wSST 88T 33 k -
TA2133--371 o o [ER—1%! ] > JEFFREY J. BABEY & JEFFREY J. BABEY & 4
(REPTED MAER) 110305 P55 (REFUTED OHIER) rg SINGER REAL ESTATE 1P VICTOR RAYCROFT Q% Lqrgzé gaas Lioreo F169 Lo YAREN & BABEY o pey Lo
THILI336 THI2L33-38 S O (REPUTED OWNER) (REPUTED OWNER) I »2 8 o (REPUTED OWNER) (REPUTED OWNER) =1 g
- > 64 UNION ST 62 UNION ST 5 5 3 50 UNON ST 48 UNON ST =
Lesgs P82 L9sa Pa2 | _ 5 THI2L33+51 TAY21331-52 | _= T 412133459 TI2l3320 | 58
2 o 19584 PIBY 110552 P.305 52 8744 P376 L5000 P5% 2= BRODY
% o = = = % KEITH D. WALPERT REAL ESTATE LLC
ES 2 2Z = o (REPUTED OWNER) (REPUTED OWNER)
2 T4 s 3640 UNION ST 3436 UNION ST
; m 2 TA*121.33--84 TA*21.33-1-85
cr?l E = L/0I84 P.392 LI0382 P73
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PLAN
— — INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT SOUTH UNION STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
I - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
e - Rochester, NY 14614 ProjecT No. Scale
PR S — stantec.
wwwstantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20'
Liiﬁ:g'ﬁi’:’éil‘i! éi‘f;él?fn??ﬁ.i‘;‘;”f;‘ii,!‘;;i'l,?.ti.”é‘fli;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision

0




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-04.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:16:49 AM

MATCHLINE STA. BS 11+00
SEE DRAWING GNP-13

2

Revision

Appd.

YY.MM.DD Issued

z

>
<]
°
<

YY.MM.DD

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without deloy.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

14.03
YY.MM.DD

File Name:

Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.

< — Y&
ek <L L) e (] J« ql&) INE
g 8 /14 fif ,xlaz_\ E M m
=
g = INNER LOOP SOUTHBOUND (EXISTING) é
3£
L - — . — —
O/H SIGN_BASE HB —
35'/ DIA CONC b B PR
|2 = 4 i H hi
S — e 3
7 \ = - ] L
\ / \V4 — 1 L~ { : \ _ /{
+ ) _ (o -
+ 9 ] [« ~ ] =_ 112 - /= f
= ~/\ - - - - < St - + |
N_ T/ - =S _ + : e
+ g L
l ( iy * + + 5 3 ()
\ - /S A
4 _I L H —
5 _ . ' . N \¢ e mar—Hg INNER LOOP NORTHOUND (EXISTING) g
me = “|" = GUTTER NN I M A linfa] %i%%%mw RET_WALL (TYP.) . ki o =4 *d
o% ?MMU_ == b 4 -— — fr T ¥ ¥ ASPH_———— RIDGE RAIL y=2 %%
E3 = TSS_ 76750 A USS_2+00 USS 27+50 b 28+00 foAY 78750 USS 29+00 uss 29460 USS_30+00 USS_ 30450 . g%
+ S - | = ' s o L
& 5' CONCRETE - - - Wy
2§ . 5" GRANITE CURB SIDEWALK (TYP.) < a %é
50 & e . o SOUTH UNION STREET & & | S
&3 W = s = OWYARIES) - ~ | g
o N r T T T iy T T T T Tk | =
- 7 N Tl . -
| N 1= E =
@ \\ GRAY o y / _ g | [\ + ] +4 + /] _ AN | 5 £
ES VA P Eoanr i — & 3 s
(N - h CONC T b i CONC u g
L ’ ——————HB - - By T HB = /B HE 5 NEVEVEVE =
5 IRON FAC 5 T ASPH TN AT
K139 © o o9 o O TS O O O 5
ENT *’g APPLE APPLE APPLE APPLE APPLE APPLE . APPLE APPLE APP APPLE APPLE EN|
Ny w
i al s = - o i
Sli= ’ 8l ‘
3| S
| T CoNe
=9 DRIVEWAY (TYP.)
= 2 TE )
BRODY «— (2@
REAL ESTATE LLC S = >
(REPUTED OWNER) RE
edsie o L
I3 =13 s|3 m RISTIAN BET
L0362 F73 B -3 - Fe IOWHIP ROCHESTER
MATCHLINE (REPUTED OWNER)
SEE BELOW 321 EASE ’/;VZE
TA#2133-1-9.
LN/A PN/A
5" GRANITE CURB 5’ CONCRETE
DRIVEWAY (TYP.) TYP.) SIDEWALK (TYP.) |
L
O
<
/ TE / TE / TE — ]l =
=
|
I\ T * e n = T | | 2
ww =
z: | =
o) e |
5 i? ) ni=; - O ) T - ; . |
=i b va T 05+8 V0 00+8 Y0 BRYER ALLEY  05+. va wgpyd |
(R.O.W. 25" |
— a ,—% i3] . 5 B Mg
o X + o
GAR DOOR J(
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PLAN

SOUTH UNION STREET

Project No. Scale

192500295 1'=20'
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
GNP-4 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-05.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:16:50 AM

90
MATCHLINE STA. EA 10+
SEE DRAWING GNP-14

+| 1® INNER LOOP SOUTHBOUND (EXISTING) +
UNDERGROUND ®
TANKS o
- -
e — ) I . " L oo
/ I_ ] ,\.— —— / _ » ﬂ
. T ——— 7 \ ) Y
_ N 2 __NX_ 1 ( | + | ( + l
¥ [~ e —
o
E | | + J | * ] | B ] & |
UND (EXISTING) \ / o \ Yo
£ € £ € AN L 1 T a
z=
. 25
— I EI
Mo > — = = = = = — — — — h=
E § T ASPH L b - ; g
gg X + USS 31+00 usf 31+50 \ H T S .': - NORTH UNlON STREET (R.0.W. 100.5') al g;
g z - + t .\ -ﬂ © hd o I — g — — — — g 7]
[o%7] - _— -
54 R
“. ] + ] L [ + I N\ o 17 A | + oo | N |/ ¢ oo
I %WM /"7( \ m coie 4{\ \\‘A' AP | S s cone
’[ ( l j /WM C Sﬂ . w o N | I yl o — W:;
~—— o | 7 PIPE . ASPH > : L 2 STORY STEEL 5 - ASPH TONC
BASSHOOD | | W cshon0 aissioD R 3 BuLpe sl DRIVEWAY
~ ~ 2 3 CoVC (TYP.)
3
! ASPH PARKING Lo | 2 JP ASPH PARKING LOT
— E — - —
BETHEL FULL GOSPEL CHURCH ’,
EPUTED OWNER)
(R292 EAST AVE BETHEL FULL GOSPEL CHURCH
TA*2125-1-42 OF ROCHESTER
% L7258 P340 (REPUTED OWNER)
3 e N RICHARD C. FOX WS UNITED TEACHERS BLDG
S 20T OWNER) EPUTED ONNER)
3 ’\BETHEL FULL GOSPEL CHURCH L7036 PJ98 {ﬁ;gg%Ti[A)//ON ST @0’32 UNION ST
: prird e
TA*121.251-43 L6516 P.327 L8676 P493
L7258 P.340
CHRISTIAN BETHEL |
FELLOWSHIP ROCHESTER - |
(REPUTED_OWNER)
32 EAST AVE =
Ta2133+93 9
LN/A PN/A G
82
Lraes
RS m
vIIHFe?
SRR
=22
=
=)
2
8&;
B
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PLAN
— i INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT SOUTH UNION STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
I - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _—— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20"
Liiﬁ:g'ﬁi’:’éil‘i! éi‘f;él?fn??ﬁ.i‘;‘;”f;‘ii,!‘;;i'l,?.ti.”é‘fli;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
e Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD |55Ued By Appd. YY.MM.DD 2; us(?: izyogrv’;'erpgsg o!gcr thdn?hm G\ihoﬂzéz bs S!Zn?f\:/c \SSfZ)Vb\'ddc:. product Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD G N P—5 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




INNER LOOP
OFF RAMP

. G
" SEE DRANING GNP 15 NNER LOOP SOUTHBOUND (EXISTING)

8
1 . INNER LOOP
1t
.o | ON RAMP
I —n—" UND (EXlSTlNG) |
| INNER LOOP NORTHBO |
|
s [ |
\ L 2 £
S —~ HB HB - /I\ ~T ﬁi\ K
U
L ——F—~ / VST AT AT
| N A ] ( + | - 1 -« 95 L =
; B e :
= 2
= %o &S
B2 o a Sg
2 % < oa N 7] %
2F & = 2o
9= 5 ' ) USN 17450 USN_18+00 0 _ s o USN 2
5 . N 5/ CONCRETE ] Q) N A N =
05 e Cy \f;fL = SIDEWALK (TYP) oyl CHE TRACK = 5 £z
s o H ﬁ jl ﬁ
o 4: GRAN —_— —_— —_— ) S 8 7]
> & SRAITE CURB & & NORTH UNION STREET (r.ow. 1005) & & 3 ~ E:
T /N?J?‘\ /*/_\‘ '\r\ T L e T 1 . 3 r e I r
o o o Eo/@ o
| + [ + [ + [ GRAN QR .ﬁ:% \ /
\ A - /\ /\ e S " © A i }c,s—’ 1 cone
A:D % 1 LR L
o SIS S ST Q lo 12 BASSWOOD / —r L
ﬁ/amN%Uwa /U S E Ao _E‘--—— ’\/\’ L ez PH ulw 3 ! }
ENT Romfsr%f%f CENTER : 5 4 g ’\// J \/ N cone 2 52%2 C.E/R/CK §,
! K CONC LAND WALL /
: ASPH PARKING LOT % ><; g 1SPH PARKING 1]
| —_— 5 &
bR Q 3 3 1 NINE
= s Ry =
8 > S i): 1 \'k_’_\i,
: 2 s : 7 ik =4k
: |29t I THEf -
] 1 N ]
NYS UNITED TEACHERS BLDG =A Lo o
(REPUTED OWNER) 5 A8 wm . DRIVEWAY (TYP.) . 3
30-32 UNION ST 5 gl 4 8 8 =
TA*21251-38) g I i 2| =5
L8676 P493 sm WS UNTED TEICHERS 806 E €l =5
(REPUTED OW, NYS UNITED TEACHERS BLDG = o
50 UNON ST (REPUTED OWNER) NEW HOPE CZ@%HMU HoDIST 34
TAH2106--3) 56 UNION ST )
= (REPUTED OWNER) m
L8676 P493 z TA*I0682-3-321 S Ui ST/ m
25 L8676 Pl B F
= C; LN/A PN/A - _p
SF
m /
s <
&l
w
(&)

ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT,

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-06.dgn
8:16:51 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n ec GENERAL PLAN
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT SOUTH UNION STREET

S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100

Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
wstonfec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1= 20
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the - —
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: - 1403

Revision B Appd.  YY.MMDD lssued By Appd.  YY.MMDD or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.  YY.MMDD G N P_ 6 XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



0LE
o

NE
QSR
eeg\vtw\“c’ o

S

/
= d l [
——~r 7 O — I —
_\ \ L \ 1 / 1 1

‘? T
"m ‘ \\ PH PARKING LOT
ER— #7775 Ny X

+

8:17:08 AM

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-07.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

=
.
m % 2% -
oE APLE
=
gm 1
=9 cond S HE N +HE
Z> Us| + +
@
oc e = ——— — N _2T¥50 | r g
5= = 5' CONCRETE T @ A 3=
& QP SIDEWALK (TYP.) 10’ CYCLE TRACK — ‘ =g
N - . (TYp.l 23
a5 SRANITE CLRS ) SN 24+00 i USN 24+50 <2
X ; ¥ + ¥ s
T a - f = %
% = s
& «  NORTHUNION STREET (f_)m
A [}
+ <
=
b /\’ /X d
S 3 . TEEL STEEL " . :
5 e o e - - e |
TYRON P, =
—~ 7076 Q| ! S GRAVEL !
| (=3 F—= 2
g g DRIVEWAY | @ ! & BUILDING / P
58 (T¥P. A & LV 50z
=~ ! c 3 ! O
AE ASPH PARKING LOT . = ! P I !
‘ =z o
~ /l I///:b ! 5 o ~ ~
ENT TN | |
78 | = N I I |
) | oL Eﬁ !
b =s-d !
o Lo =< .
g Lo 22 o
]
ot T m X & —f -
= / N = [ - -
a [ c [
VAR m [
! I v 3 b
\ o | gl ls 3 g g !
2 LR 2 =t i
) N > } I
é o | |
_ = 0 / :b : \J | 1 ! !
o b N [ | |
3= Crocorsd T —— U .
e -F-
3m
=<
m
>
n
_'
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N N B N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PLAN
— — —_— INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT SOUTH UNION STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
e e — Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
PR U — www.stantec.com \ ,
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the . o .
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD G N P_ 7 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-08.dgn

8:17:10 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

STATE OF
NEW YORK
(REPUTED OWNER)
LNZA PN/A

W

ESL FEDERAL CREDIT UNIoN

_ li#oeg

R RAVP

(REPUTED OWNER)
260 S CLINTON Av
TAH2140--125

LI0634 P2g6

3 STORY BRICK
PARKING GARAGE

2' CHERRY

2' CHERR)

DEAD -
2 LocusT

LN/A PN/A

CITY OF ROCHESTER
(REPUTED OWNER)

o e e ——— "
" 1 4] W
T
- ﬂ—-\.qﬂ_‘_’__ W 15+00 WB 15+50
—t
—— MBS0 . ¥8 16+00 WE 16450
—_— - - WB 17+00
5" GRANITE CURB  |-49 - — . WB 17+50
Ay O ON RAMP “ —0——§-_'__
— — — — — - 3
- GRAN. GRAN — = ;’
5 = — - e— = = — = % = = = = = = 2z
<o
=EZ
L 1 — 1 |zt
| | i i | | 2 - Eg
] [ I -— £
€8 l:2+00 . . EB ”:2“50 [ 1 EB [13+00 EB 1345 . " S
i 1 i HEE + + ] L IRNALY LA RACLE 3 8t £
| N ' T t + { + IOV = EB18+00 =
i ! ) gzs |y o ' . , B 17+00 |
e ANl e e e
‘ : Iz s - i CoNC BRIDGE_RAIL - BRIDGE RAIL
’ i ! i | © \ oA e J—
; : - i ;D 1-490 OFF-RAMP >
’ ) h | 3 & ‘ -‘/
| ) oy -
I e __om___ *_CONCRETE
e e ___ SID K (TYP.) ~
cone sy N Shay P
____________________ N .
““““““ - \+ AsPH
= 2 +
ASPH A9 N /\ + + | " L
NI A /\ A3H /\ /\ ““““““
6 N N T =
7 CIF — S T —
l==—=======@g T T ASPH PARKING LOT ASPH PARKING LOT |§:ﬁ
I P ile
g1
| 8
STATE 6, ppeuns o7 ‘
e NEW YORK 2 P
EPUTED OWNER) MAPLE

40 WAR!
TA‘/;%‘—%—/ ST CITY OF ROCHESTER
LA 'P/V/A (REPUTED OWNER)
48 _MARSHALL ST
TA*2140-0-2
LN/A PN/A
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Title
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. GENERAL PLAN

Revision

2

Appd.

YY.MM.DD

Issued

=

>
<]
°
<

YY.MM.DD

“Client/Project
CITY OF ROCHESTER
@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the

drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without deloy.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction

or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

File Name:

Dwn.

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET

Chkd.

Project No. Scale
192500295 1'=20'
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
14.03
Don. VMDD GNP-8 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Sef\PL_design repor\GNP-09.dgn

8:17:13 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

N
Qx'l
shae®
\‘\\&, ‘\66
O W
) 0?&
253 <
S
& )
2 . 3
¢ 5 v 5’ CONCRETE
® v ““‘44‘0 #X SIDEWALK (TYP.)
i VoS - ;
)%E / S~ < A
< -~ - . %
2 oRNS (T, O/ ~o - - 7[
L — 2 / 7~ =~ ~
J s < \\’
AN A . N J
+ /8
&
2
D CRAV
@ e % o e
S AN CONC —r—r—_
- GRAN ) R < -
== e \ 51:' PGRANl E CURB
(TYP.)
o SHR 12400 T~ e ~
£ WB 18+00 WB 18+ - — %%
25 140 ON-RAMP & }
' — — £ &
- — )
“m-' % - - AN
Z0c = A -
24 UNDERG! R&0
= e =N
= < 8 19+00 §‘c§
_lj -490 OFF-RAMP
EB 17+50 EB_18+00 B LA AR N C \V___ 7777777 \
| I 1 (o) VA VAR 5 Dk 7,
YA BRIDGE R p ‘
+ + P
kh ) }\ }\ K
[ VAR

"
/\ HSW :s+oo/\ ——lis!'_,\g’ij‘

HOWELL STREET
»»»»»» GRAN
——————————— -}:I- u 3
_________ T Cone
7]

ASPH PARKING LOT

THOMAS F. YATTEAY

ENT
/ STORY BRIck
ASPH PARKING LOT BUILDING

o DOGS AT PLAY 11¢

(REPUTED OWNER) ’
7H3 HOWELL ST

ENT 2 STORY MASONRY
BUILDING

ENTENTENT

2 STORY MASONRY
BUILOING

DRIVEWAY
7 (TYP.)

MATCHLINE STA. HSE 11+50
SEE DRAWING GNP-10

(REPUTED OWNER) foadzs | ‘ !
L
288 BROADWY 2 P2 o & THOMAS F. YATTEA w 4,
TA*12140-0-4 _p | | (REPUTED OWNER) |
L7891 P34 T DOBS AT PLAY 11¢ 79 HOWELL ST
(REPUTED OWNER) TA2140-2-7
7577 HOWELL ST L7891 P344
TA2140-26
L9272 PA4p
S Ol ON O Ol SON, SS CTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . "

:.TAINSSV(;A;,;T/I&REH\TFELCATWJR FA@EYSEERE/EYSR%‘CL)EALTTSRE ‘I\I/:TTEEQ IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
THE ALTERING ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR SHALL STAMP THE DOCUMENT AND INCLUDE THE NOTATION "ALTERED BY" C'TY OF ROCHESTER
FOLLOWED BY THEIR SIGNATURE, THE DATE OF SUCH ALTERATION, AND A SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERATION. St n t GENERAL PLAN

- T - a e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT

S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.ILN. 4940.17 D017599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _ Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
e — stantec. (- '
_— e www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20
Liiﬁ:g'ﬁi’:’éil‘i! éi‘f;él?fn??ﬁ.i‘;‘;”f;‘ii,!‘;;i'l,?.ti.”é‘fli;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
i s wi . f i File Name: 1403
Revision 5 wd W | Teved B ond. YD O i fo any prpase el men ot unorzed o Stantec s foiaden S Twa Do TwwDD GNP-9 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-10.dgn
8:17:14 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

HOWELL STREu -
__ 5" CONCRETE

BR/;!??NRA/L & SIDEWALK (TYP.) =
+ HSE 13450 HSE 14+00 HSE 1 HSE_15+00 HSE

GRAV.

6-dND ONIMYYHA 338
0G+L} 3SH 'VLS ANITHOLYIN
MATCHLINE STA. HSE 16+00

SEE DRAWING GNP-2

Ve

\

—\/
7\\

\

S
;v*/ & DRIVEWAY
VA (TYP.)

ITIS 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, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PLAN
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT

S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100

Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
www sfanfec.corn ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1= 20
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the - —
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403

Revision B Appd.  YY.MMDD lssued By Appd.  YY.MMDD or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.  YY.MMDD G N P_ ] O XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\PL_design reporf\GNP-11.dgn

8:17:15 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014

Plotted By: diclark

ITIS 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.

YY.MM.DD

2
3
>
<]
°
<

Revision Appd.  YY.MMDD Issued

Permit-Seal

5" GRANITE CURB
(TYP.)

ASPH PaRkg (g7

Cove

o

—
i

Consultants

MATCHLINE
SEE DRAWING GNP-2

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without deloy.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

Client/Project

CITY OF ROCHESTER

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

File Name: 14.03

Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

MATCHLINE
SEE DRAWING GNP-12

Title
GENERAL PLAN
PITKIN STREET
Project No. Scale
192500295 1'=20'
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
GNP-11 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\PL_design reporf\GNP-12.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:17:16 AM

ASPH PARKING LOT
'y
N 2 3 STORY STEEL
N (5] PARKING GARAGE.
1
N
\¥ - o ] - HB HB HB HB
CONC SW
GRAV
2
. 4 SAVANNAH STREET
§ (RO.W. 46)
L |
cone HB H —
| / HB HB P
B GRAN |
¥
@ RN !
g N
O
]
i I~
N B DRIVEWAY
/<“ ' G T TYR)
3 i
Y
i & 2
w § @
m 2 1 GRAV =
2= ; o4 L5
% S o + 20
23 8 g O3 16 SVANNAH ST | Iz
o7 * M (REPUTED OWNER) o=
om 3] G5 ASPH PARKING LOT 16 SAVANAH ST o < 4
® / o THI21.3386 | o
= EP R ORN LN/A PN/A @»
5" GRANITE CURB
(TYP) = - S\
g‘ w i GRAN 5
w _——5' CONCRETE
5’ CONCRETE !
ASPH PARKING LOT SIDEWALK (TYPS / P_: _ ! / SIDEWALK (TYP.)
w3 "
— B N (i/
S A GRAN
=<
7' IRON FENCE RN <>E 7 ASPH PARKING LOT
P
f o8 < |+ @ RN GRAV GAA !
d CHESTNUT RAN
e T e ' ” ;oo w i m B S=s! e |
et =TT T T TR T T T T Ty N ___ECoesw IR _ _ HB _ LS pg HBp ——— ——=
He- _ _ e HB**—‘L ——————————————— HB-m—— e e & ----- HB- =A1B7 ___< ASPH KB ASPH | cone 1
4 INC 3 N GRAV
1%
ISTING
o PITKIN STREET (EXISTING) + . PITKIN STREET (EXIS )
MATCHLINE STA. SSN 11+25
SEE DRAWING GNP-3
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PLAN
— — — — — a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT PITKIN STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
I - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
PR S — www.stantec.com
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20'
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the . e
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
| The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD G N P_ ] 2 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-13.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:17:16 AM

C1-dNO ONIMYYHA 338
ANMHOLYN

HB {

SAVANNAH STREET
(RO.W. 46)

HB

MATCHLINE
SEE DRAWING GNP-14

ITIS 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,

s5) 2 LIC
\ S CORPORATE PLACE
& e 3 2 (REPUTED OWNER)
"T 25 255 EAST ME
8 > TAH2I.25-0-284
! % ﬂ 16828 P253
REE
i m
\ J{ )
495 E. BROAD ST !
(REPUTED OWNER) |
495 E. BROAD ST 10 CONCRETE % L _— [
, - ’
LTAA}/E/'/}’?V//; SIDEWALK (TYP.) 8 8 DRIVEWAY
' & R S (TYP)
2 bz 4 sgg;/w BRICK
& . T BANK
6 STORY MASONRY 255 / MG
' f 5" GRANITE CURB  PARKING GARAGE
j - @S AN g
S ' R VOUVUOUUNERSVELEY
a NS . o /2 ALY LI L et 3
\SPH PARKING LOT 8’ 14’ 1’ 14' \ 8 23 9 SNt
. \ _— ~ _ H%
L i ————— 12+00 g GFA S 12450 | SW
coNC #1100 B 3 1, { ‘
— O T o ONC S p o ?S |
_______ ASPH 4 g__ S H o HB s
2 + ° §
PITKIN STREET (EXISTING)
oRA GRAV T
BRIDGE_RAIL T conc I BRIDGE_RAIL — L
THC WAL T GUTTER TOMC 2T WAL T WITER ~ G
i=3
(=3
= =

MATCHLINE STA. BS 11+00
SEE DRAWING GNP-4

Permit-Seal

Client/Project

Consultants Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n ec GENERAL PLAN
— — — — — INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT PITKIN STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
—_— —_— Rochester, NY 14614 ProjecT No. Scale
PR S — www.stantec.com
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20"
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the . o .
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD G N P_ ] 3 XXX Of XXX O
ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-14.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:17:17 AM

o
m S CORP
> CHARTIERS PROPERTIE
! %9 \ @ (REPUTED OWNER)
@ 2 CHARLOTTE ST
2 o3 75
== TA2125 1213
32 ! 18815 P30
c w . A
“ GP LIC - COMD
% ™ 23 (REPUTED ONNER)
BED 050-254 EAST AV
°g TA2125133
LI0547 P76
- =1 ]
Lo
< P !
o2 X g UTTLE THEATRE FIL CHARTIERS. PROPERTIES CORP
= $0 (REPUTED OWNER)
R £ (REPUTED OWNER) 157 PITKIN ST |
1 3 2 UTTLE THEATRE FILM 7 PITKIN ST Ta121254-36
s - o (REPUTED OWNER) T#2I25+35 | L8459 P22T ~ L
8 . |G | LpTkN ST ! L9312 PIT4 -~ ‘ g
13' CONCRETE * ad - TRIRI2534] o ’ - 18!
SIDEWALK / CHARLES ARENA 1932 P4/ 2 sTo 0 ORIVEWAY .
12" CONCRETE (REPUTED A?SV%N%/UE / ASPH PARKING LOT TYP) fopLE N =z
—1— 258-264 E -1\ L3
I P =~ SIDEWALK 1251342 , e /5{, _- %%
2 A B 2 syge ance L8848 PEX0 | sra WSO 1 %_Mﬂf_ﬂf e - L 2%
© 3 | 14 8 .ngu}mgms & 05, ) ittt K Q- Jueele Sy i é(ﬁ
\ + ENT J/ NN\ 0 ) A S z% 4
by K — — ps 14150 5%
’ N L& conc W S GRA 14400 A A
a > < AU BT — PS 13+50 PR o o
== 0 / h\ A oo e = Ps 12+50 PSAFO0 g — 8
5 1 ! N V1Tt . L ——===== N I - - -
o [13+00 S S e £ V- = PS 11450 Ty_°Ps Hzl%—-———-*—“"'—’é' ) - [ __—N\
m N - _—
m N o 00 AR e TREET -
s —— 5 N o ) s ] o - PITKIN S = J—
2% B ] —A00 | o 5" GRANITE CURB = . —— g
=2 5 coNCRETE | — - 13' CONCRETE (TP . ey Crae
5C SIDEWALK SIDEWALK W
= — ”,
o 10’ cONCRETE\\ _ B g — N\
T WALK i . — B ) g
B \ N \ CRABAPPLE
o 1z BRIDGE_RAL O O
wﬂ%ﬁ%
- -~ 77 STEEL POST BRIDGE RAL e == GUTTER e
BR/DG{;?NRNL 1\ I \:‘.:ﬁ",‘?":i:ffajf'.:ifgg: ‘ I === = GUTTER WC RET WAL
VrTER RET WALL | L I: _ S oA
[ )| PR
ATCHLINE STA. EA 10+90
. SEE DRAWING GNP-5 5' CONCRETE
SIDEWALK
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N - . . n
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PLAN
— — a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT PITKIN STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
I - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
—_— _ wnistoniec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 .
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
e Copyri ts fo all designs an rawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
Revision B Appd.  YYMMDD | By Appd.  YYMMDD Zv uscc iz;{ogrv’;’erpgsg her modn?hm c\?ﬁhonzc'z be) sthr:!c \fssfzjrb\'ddc:. produe! “Dwn. Chkd.  Dsgn. YYMMDD -
ssued XXX of XXX
ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-15.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:17:18 AM

JOHN F. BERO
(REPUTED OWNER)
32-36 WINTHROP ST

TAH2125-HT

L6233 P263

S

89 CHARLOTTE ST LIC
(REPUTED OWNER)
89 CHARLOTTE ST

TA*21.25-19
L9686 P438

I

89 CHARLOTTE ST LIC
(REPUTED OWNER) N
95 CHARLOTTE ST b

TA*2125--20

L9686 PA38

| STORY
BUILDING
ENT

8
CRABAPFLE

\pLE

6
CRABAPPLE
g
CRABAPPLE

2 STORY
WOOD FRAME

| STORY MASONRY
BUILDING
*8/

o
wn
+
=T CITY OF ROCHESTER
— 8 — \ (REPUTED OWNER)
' o = i 80 CHARLOTTE ST
I8 w 5| ' TA068-2-471
| N | L9688 P5I7
| P8 o |
1 TE= | :
'z = o ! B
‘é 9 3 } | ‘I }
. |
| 4 * |
| I | I
| b=3 | |
! ] g | ! |
: 8 | l\\ GRUEL PARKIG Lot ]
! 1
. !
! 45
! g
S
|
|
—_— ] |
1
3
& N
; |\ N B <
° \ 00 =
= ps 18400 ___— (=
b= 1Y pimiN STRE
\ PS 17450 ___—- R

BEGIN MILLING AND RES|
END PROPOSED CURB
STA PS 17+12.21

R / X\
c 1,2?00

—

RN

5’ CONCRETE
SIDEWALK (TYP.)

\_/-
cS l§l+‘50
\/
D
/\
N aH

\\

\VAll

UND (EXISTING)

INNER LOOP SOUTHBO

1+00

MATCHLINE STA. CS 11+00

HAAGS STREET
(ROW. 16)

8
x
= DOWNSTAIRS CABARET
= (REPUTED OWNER)
47 RICHMOND ST
TA*06.8/-2-26
LI00BO P55
T 4
o - — T CUNC BIOCK WALL -
g | °
o Qe
|
=
x

P —

CYCLE
LANE (TYP.)

N
|

\_/

UNDERGROUND
TANKS

SOUTHBOUND OFF

[
MAPLE

_RAMP (EXISTING)

SEE DRAWING GNP-6
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PLAN
— — —_— a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT PITKIN STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
I — —_— Rochester, NY 14614 ProjecT No. Scale
_— U www.stantec.com
ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20"
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the . o .
drawing - any erors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD G N P_ ] 5 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



8:55:35 AM

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\ Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Sef\PL_design reporf\GNP-16.dgn

Date/Time: 3/10/2014
Plotted By: kstettner

[s) ¥
Fo S
20 \,\\,\‘“\\E?N\\*\GG“
w= \ ?\P‘
aH o . ) N <e® )
So = BIKE X0 _— 5 S Z, /
= ! 2 °© v
1753 LANE (TYP.) 2 ° ?S_f— A
w § —_ PS 20 L X A - <= U — A .
= -~ +0 — - - -
S T PS 20450 = ps 21480 - 2> T T Qﬁ
- . o = 7
I I L SRR T B, 2%\ | g
~ ~N 1= s 7
N e = - - SN \%, L3 5
= f T % ’ 20 S, VO >
Lhw 2 W 2 Wy FKC STEEL N y T N =3 |
e 05 NE-Y ASPH PARKING LOT R owcw 2\ foa
s e . e ST s\ \ NS %
e & Swe 0 aFLE . i \ o
iy My 2 WAPLE N R/ . &
7 BOLE ! Boe LT/ ‘;\ :\3 74;'[5 ‘\2.%: %i \% £ «\O’S%
-— & N Y- C e 22 X% - A\ %\‘ 58,
\\\\\%wa Y 1 [ B i B .- & CLF A \ \ 5& -7 P © @%’é
— 6 CLF 3 o\ \ \ _- .= < 0.%
—— - w _-- - e z “Z.
Te— & MPLE \ RN == AR »9),%
~—— WULT-BOLE 9 - == G
; o —— \ N--" PP \,‘,(QQ
NNERLOOPSOU T e —— ROCK FacE ”g e == \ /
THBOUNDO E. T T ——— o foXrKE—— = ; =
RAUD o T T \
VP ExisTiyg, o9 LB s
N Ny >
N L 5 I \
0 O 0, % \I \\ -
AS
SB 12+50 R w 0 ok R P
@ 2+00 3 0 ‘%&‘&E \ \ - @
Z 3 S8, 30 | CONC B ) \ - —
AN 0 N
) N 0 ¥ g
P " INNER L?IIOPP o8 15 —X - s
2 - R 5l e v
"’2‘_"’/’) OFF RS%\ 15+00 Pt ¢ 3
% INNER LOOP S8 14450 ; YA g
2% SOUTHBOUND (EXISTING) X R100 KRS %
pAY ~ NE - s X
o \“O“RP\M? .- P \ &
EX ) N A Q?
© - L
B 5" GRANITE CURB - Pt - \
- + 2 {TYP) © - > Q 51°
9 \ =y ,‘P\_ﬁ“‘i‘;\_\‘b
GTER AU T o 0\,\“\\23@\@6
0 5 5 o s\‘w \\\ ® \N{‘ e‘)w\
GRAN 'Q' \
_ ~ \
— \
INNER LOOP o
NORTHBOUND (EXISTING) e
wreR_____— _ ——— -
GUTTER o — —EFKE
MATCHLINE
SEE DRAWING GNP-7
ITIS 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, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PLAN
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P - ) ) P.ILN. 4940.17 D017599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
—_— _— Roche:?er', NY 14614 Project No. Scale
—_— —_— e — www .staniec.com N '
- - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20
Tdhrsﬁ:;”?nﬂfx; 5?2%2’573”??h'iiii”riﬂirlié‘il‘?ﬁi.”éf nj&&%i&f“ e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: — T e T :;TDD G N P_ .I 6 YU, of XXX O

Revision

Appd.

YY.MM.DD

Issued

z

Appd

YY.MM.DD

or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\PL_design reporf\GNP-17.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

8:17:20 AM

MANAGEMENT INC DURWOOD
(REPUTED OWNER)
566-580 MAIN ST

EMS 10+00

MAIN_LOOP LL
(REPUTED OWNE,
236 UNVERSITY A

TA*I06.8/--20

LI05I8 PJ98

ITIS 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,

FOLLOWED BY THEIR SIGNATURE, THE DATE OF SUCH ALTERATION, AND A SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERATION.

THE ALTERING ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR SHALL STAMP THE DOCUMENT AND INCLUDE THE NOTATION "ALTERED BY"

TA*I06.8F-2 | STOR STUcC0
L8654 P58 BUILDING
ASPH PARKING LOT
—— HB HB
7z
APPLE
[
L—1
— ~~—— M
- 8
_ —_— \ $o
»o
=5
EMS 10450 EMS 11+00| ———————%Ms 1TF50___— WS 12+00_g\ 2 ER\I2S0 EMS 13400 BV 13450 — <9
+ t + t ——t———+ ] t——F — } t + t N Be
—— _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ E
=3 =)
EAST MAIN STREET g =5
el
~T 2o
Q =
cRAN

HB

Cone sw

15STORY Wo0D
FRANE

Permit-Seal

YY.MM.DD

2

Appd.

=

Appd.

Revision Issued

YY.MM.DD

%%

| STORY MASONRY
BUILDING

¢ el el L
\ LETHBE WALTERS = - @ e

P (REPUTED OWNER) § ! L ‘

8 581-583 MAIN ST | = |

2 TAI06.81-2-19] o ! » |

g7 L7638 P2I5 | = !

Sp 0! S |8 o |lele

P <, % ) =&l 5(8

%o ! als :

R ON

00‘

¢

Consultants

B 23400 |
&

\5“ GRANITE CURB
(TYP.)

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

MATCHLINE STA. PS 22+50
SEE DRAWING GNP-16

Client/Project

CITY OF ROCHESTER

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.IN. 4940.17 D017599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

14.03
YY.MM.DD

File Name:

Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.

Title
GENERAL PLAN
Project No. Scale
192500295 1'=20'
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
GNP-17 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-18.dgn

8:17:21 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

MATCHLINE
SEE DRAWING GNP-19

GRAN

HB

DAVID F. GROSS &
ANDREW — GANTT
(REPUTED OWNER)
650652 MAIN ST

TAH06.82--
gy 18489 P4l
R
5%
Se
TRAFFIC 18 WAPLE , 2 WAPLE
\ CABINET . l } Z'CﬁPLE @
D0 A 0 B ) i,g\ @
N\ |
et 8 N
S CONC S
T
o
EAST MAIN STREET
= (R.O.W. 90)
w3
me
o
2 |—
=01l EMS 16+00 s EMS 16450 effs 17+00 NS 17450 s ENS 18390 EMS 18+50
g ; T t ’.:.-‘-- T t T T J IJ + T
[®) m — 4 - -_— -_— — - —_
Z5 = “
3 § -
o H
N T H
N T GRAN
\
\ CONC SW
. — ICH e e e
\ g ‘ =
\ : =)
,,,,, : h\ u_/%/ﬁ
! -
ol
woop |
POSTS |
=
Ya
<z
>< o
g < SO
@B = Q Q
o © |= - D A\
rasl= - ‘ 4 @\q&\\c@ 5" GRANITE <&§°& N2 v
> 83 < R CURB (TYP.) SRR
= < @ NI E R A
= | MR AN
SOER IR
> 5 l S8R MY
s | RASA AN\
L |
MATCHLINE STA. UA 11475
SEE DRAWING GNP-7

ITIS 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.

Permit-Seal

Appd.  YY.MM.DD

2

Revision

Issued

=

Appd.  YY.MM.DD

Consultants

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

Client/Project

CITY OF ROCHESTER

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

File Name: 14.03

Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

Title
GENERAL PLAN
Project No. Scale
192500295 1'=20'
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
GNP-18 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




ion\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Sef\PL_design report\GNP-19.dgn

Design File: U:\192500295\Transport

Date/Time: 3/7/2014

8:17:22 AM

Plotted By: diclark

ITIS 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.

RRRNARER
RRRNARER
RRRNARER
RRRNARER

@
2

Appd.  YY.MM.DD

3

Revision Issued

Appd.  YY.MM.DD

Permit-Seal

\ T

T~y
= K\Mé - . gﬁmﬂ .
=~ A Y Y Y Y Y Y TN e Y S Y Y Y Y Y S Y Y Y NN AN
INNE,
RLO0P 5017,
EXisTing ) OUND

STONE WAL

Client/Project
CITY OF ROCHESTER

Consultants

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.T7 D017599

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stanfec without delay.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.

File Name; 14.03
YY.MM.DD

Title
GENERAL PLAN
INNER LOOP
Project No. Scale
192500295 1'=20
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
GNP-19 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORTZ




6’ BIKE LANE
Typ.)

[ —

,11

} MA 2+00

S

oo wee ONNN_— B e

[

|

|

I

i

|

I

II CHESTNUT STREET
|

|
L

MA 21450

5" GRANITE CURB 2 CONCRETE
Tvp.)

SIDEWALK (TYP) — =
\/‘V\ =

(R.O.W. VARIES)

8:17:22 AM

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\PL_design repor\GNP-20.dgn

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

T al r T T T T q —
HB HB HE
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N " B n
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n ec GENERAL PLAN
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT CHESTNUT STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET

P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100

Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
www sfanfec.corn ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1= 20
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the - —
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403

Revision B Appd.  YY.MMDD lssued By Appd.  YY.MMDD or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.  YY.MMDD G N P_2O XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\PL_design reporf\GNP-21.dgn

8:17:23 AM

Date/Time: 3/7/2014
Plotted By: diclark

RS
gH aH \ \
' , + BALLOUPLAGE , ,
05+21 dg 00+21 48 Row.16) 05+11 d8
" GRANITE CURB
TYP.) | I
I I
_w W
& § = S & § = S & §
SSELE SEELT SEuen =%
158 MONROE AVENUE <883 <2530 ssegs 59
ASSOCIATES <558 =55=Q S3Sy SSEYx
EPUPED OWIER) LHE~ S5~ 5ok SasSss
158162 WONROE AVE € ER 858 oSang
TA¥I2140-2-12 =8 LN
L9079 PI08 =& §
| STORY BRICK
B%%NG CONCRETE SIDEWALK ‘ ‘ ‘
2 G o o~ &
o, I |
° "33
)\ G w3
LB LR - ~J \ |
J 1ML
. « . Py >~ 0 0O r
L !
TRAN \
- \/ \/ \\/ \ I w0
= 2
»nE &
m g - \ I ; %
2E||= - - \ | =0
== = = - Q9
§ "Z"‘ === J;ﬁ == + I + + + ==+ == E %
% ] 00+9T YN 0G+ST YN 00451 YN dg+pT VW 00+FT YA 05+€1 YN Q0+¢T YN w=
e | = MONROE AVENUE I 55
I3 (R.O.W. 66') _ ey
S H e ES
%< |
1] 1 \
x ) & o] ) < & L < <€) <
TINBER
o PLANTFR )
T =4 D \ 2
) L 7 % \ N
o 2 1| P
[ ASPH PARKING LOT oo™ S w
ENT ENT I L B~
2 STORY BRICK | STORY MASONRY -E > LLG 8:4 =
BUILDING BUILDING EOT oy TTwIN
| o gy ! o= =Ila
HOE o o :“kw?'?’ caSSEn N
o JACK A, DARCY I o988 = S88s8 ! _=%
47 | (REPUTED OWNER) s g58% So=S+ 5958 o HEung
RS ERISENRS raR A SR
161 HONROE AVE ST813 == LY , 28523
I JACK A DARCY TA#12140-2-1] =z g EJnpepaid ®» o & ~2258
(REPUTED OWNER) 17234 P2l ) €L % L5958
155 WONROE AVE o = TSRS
JACK A DARCY TaaA010 N N S5
(REPUTED OWNER) \ Va e N
147-1495 WONROE AVE
TA*12140-2-9
L7349 P65
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PLAN
- - a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
I - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
- _——— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _—— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 1'=20'
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD G N P_2 ] XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




L.C. = 60.0

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Sef\PR\PR-01.dgn
3:06:44 PM

Date/Time: 3/6/2014
Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
M.0. = 0.11’
SSD =2 215’
o
wn
N °
o
3 o 8. p=$ S 8 =]
525 e U8 o> R 525
wnlg = 9 + o r
| — P N + ™Mo
S|« =3 Sl S= -
== 0| -7 sl 3 [
=Y ul= 0o Blg 3= [%d by
o’ | il e Bl .= S(w .
PROPOSED :T.G.L. HES L= o - —|=>
————— _\ 2o =SE S S Z|a
520 e . e w0101 =i =l =l i 0.857 20
—— —— i Bt v 0.50% —— =
EXISTING GRADE —‘
515 515
510 510
505 505
500 500
495 495
0 Jul u 490
o w ~m —_
2|32 Z18Y
g} S <<
HEE reg=
a|<E ala3
3|=3 SlaZ
= lia]
R AL #5
X iS5 & 5 1 oS oie nio S
g IS 5 g 2 £ 5 g 3l
480 © BSin Sin Sin S0 S0 S0 Sio B|in 480
USS 10+00 USS 10+50 USS 11+00 USS 11+50 USS 12+00 USS 12+50 USS 13+00 USS 13+50 USS 14+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N —_—_— N B -
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _ Rochesfer, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — PR — www.stantec.com " | o
o o ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-02.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

3:06:45 PM

Plofted By: sromeiser

L.C. = 50.0’
M.0. = -0.06"
SSD = 1224
@
530 3 530
o o N [=]
] 2 |2 2
o o S ||= <
3 3 Eol |in 3
o
T =13 == 3% -8
@[~ vl wny N %35\
~2 1P oo (=8 b3
525 AL N PR I G 525
31 g3 So e 53
PROPOSED : T.G.L. ;E a oy e} auw| (T a’ |
d = ~ .
o | 0.50% 0.40%
520 _‘ofi/' ________ = e e e e e S 520
EXISTING: GRADE
515 515
510 510
505 505
500 500
495 495
=
- v
= <
4% I u m . n 4%
o o W o
W O un|Tw 2 f =
J|8% d|sw b=t
|9y QT E NS
rlow |35 FS<
-+ - wr~ o+ @
— Ou ——_ —_|O
w|7% vuluz nl™=
B0y 8|22 B
< = o
45 oo o|oT olo@ 55
~ (=] al [Ye} =3 — o = o - - o o
N i@ =i &N i Jie Ri= A Jiw Qi sz Qi ==
3|2 Jie Qi ais SIS Sis Sig Sig S Six Sis IS 3ls
4&) Olwn i i i 0N vin vin win Oin wIn OIn OIn 0 4&)
USS 14+00 USS 14+50 USS 15+00 USS 15+50 USS 16+00 USS 16+50 USS 17+00 USS 17+50 USS 18+00 USS 18+50 USS 19+00 USS 19+50 USS 20+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _ Rochesfer, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — PR — www.stantec.com " | o
o o ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD PR_2 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-03.dgn

3:06:46 PM

Date/Time: 3/6/2014
Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
525 525
PROPOSED !T.G.L.
B B - . -0.404 e 520
T T e—— EXISTING {GRADE —/
515 R 515
\\\\\ IEXISTING‘ INNER LOOP GRADE
500 S 50
505 e 505
500 500
495 495
=
=
=}
=z
490 i wlo " M 490
Wl 9 olot ol = ~l_2
Mmoo S|9a =111 ~|oE
$|1e3 |3 292 Se%
oo ©|owv = o|lon
+ O + | + + | O + | O
+|Fa ~|ok 0| wl ¥
Sleg N IMEEES Sloy
Blai HE gl< Ao B
Edts] = Slnz S(SFE S|cx
45 e s o2 oS ) 55
o o o a o o o o0 o o o o D
5= Qi Jim Qi= Qi Qir Kiw %M Qiz Qo oir e ]
s Sim Six Sig Sis Sis Sis Sis SiS Sie &io i gl
4&) Olwn i N i 0N vin vin win Oin ail's) OIn WIn I 4&)
USS 20+00 USS 20+50 USS 21+00 USS 21+50 USS 22+00 USS 22+50 USS 23+00 USS 23+50 USS 24+00 USS 24+50 USS 25+00 USS 25+50 USS 26+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
- _——— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — P www.stantec.com " | "o
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R _3 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:06:47 PM

:3/6/2014

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-04.dgn
Plofted By: sromeiser

530 L.6:-=---50;0" 530
M.0. = 0.05’
SSD = 302/
8
525 8 g3 8 525
3 PR 2
3 7 I z
N8 Y|k mI&
a1= 7t g a|=
PROPOSED {T.G.L. = Sw | 2|
520 ) SUFE ) b o 520
\ = Su|sh =[5
***** —_——— —_— -0.40% afw | o |w 5
————— — = 4*0—43/_*¥‘__7*;7_‘_‘,__*¥‘_>‘7 L 0.40% _
EXISTING : GRADE
515 515
510 510
505 505
o — i /—EXlSTlNG INNER LOOP GRADE
500 R e [ 500
495 495
40 u u 0
Jlo~ Slor
|2 glew
7|84 fISE
8|&= by FEX
wn| T =)
4 % g sg
485 =2 el #5
a +i 3 It iR 8 2 i ~ia w8 o8
2(3 Sit S Niks S Qi i Qi Qi i
4&7%; Siio 5o S o Sl Sl S S 5o S| 480
USS 26+00 USS 26+50 USS 27+00 USS 27450 UsS 28+00 USS 28+50 USS 29+00 USS 29+50 USS 30+00 USS 30+50
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — P www.stantec.com " | "o
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD |55Ued By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R _4 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-05.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

3:06:48 PM

Plofted By: sromeiser

L.C. = 50.0
M,0...=.-0.05"
0 0 S50 271374 0
o
S o o o
g 3 g 3
o x 8 rel 2 o
©O -— d
525 4 525 +21@ g &l &l Sl 525
4 z|s * @ 1P 0
— | — %3 by O =|o -1 =Z|o
P=a by > —|@ |~ ol D=
2 . D(wn w =1 75}
e =2 zlE | 2la i
|- Sy BGie PROPOSED  T.G.L. 4|z &5 E|=
PROPOSED T.G.L. . a (w o= =3 A =3
_\ == =2 o' 2| o'l
520 =14 520 b T 520
\ arfi o -\ . od4on o - [ -0407
. - R _ —i ]
0.407. B Y [ == —/F
_/' EXISTING : GRADE
EXISTING GRADE
515 515 55
50 50 s S R 50
EXISTING INNER |.0OP GRADE—\ -1 -
505 505 e RIS 505
EXISTING INNER LOOP GRADE—\ = -
500 N R w = L 500
495 495 495
0 w2 e ul -2 4%
gln2 5lg2
2ls2 g|sg
il e B
~m ﬂ"‘( ——=
812y 3|y
5 of o 5 ooy 85
NI . b 2 a o8 i 8 & NI PN ©iS
R Sis Sl= s Sis Sis Qs Sia 3 gis Bis Sis
50 Sib Sio 48035 S{o Sio Sio S|l Sio &b &b Sio Siio 80
USS 31+00 USS 31+50 USN 10+00 USN 10+50 USN 11+00 USN 11+450 USN 12+00 USN 12+50 USN 13+00 USN 13450 USN 14+00 USN 14+50
CENTERLINE PROFILE OF UNION STREET SOUTH CENTERLINE PROFILE OF UNION STREET NORTH
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _—— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
Liiﬁ:g'ﬂi’:’éil‘i! 552’;él?é‘ni’fh;ﬁi‘;‘;”f;‘i3!22“.'2“5.23":‘5”&;?53ZZLi?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_S XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:06:48 PM

Plofted By: sromeiser
z

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-06.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

z

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

File Name: 14.03

Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

530 530
525 525
o
o
=]
o
*
Olay
oy
PROPOSED: T.G.L. =|$
520 - Bia 520
- (=
\ =k
\ oW
\ e e s s s S -0.607
\ ______ —— ———— —
[
515 55
EXISTING | GRADE —/
50 /T Bt S 50
EXISTING INNER LOOR GRADE—/ - P——
505 505
500 500
495 495
=
—_ —_ v
[ a <<
= E e o
0 ol M P S Y I = 0
5|k =8 Slo2! Blo2 818w
Hl2w b= ~|e =< ZlsE
28w g8 2|85l 28 TIeY
-35-0-’,: S ©|xO Y Egs] hloo
- SQ — |- - 2_' — 2_' - -—‘%
=z|" & z|? Z| e Zz| Zlw=S
Dlns D=2 Doy Olow blox
o QI =] =3 =] VIE o Z§ =] ZB
&3 Iz = =
%5 o oS ooz oS! oS S %5
IS i S NS Pt _iS IS +iS i
Sis g g2 g 3 gis g s 33
480 S i i S0 S S S S S 480
USN 17+00 USN 17+50 USN 18+00 USN 18+50 USN 19+00 USN 19+50 USN 20+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
JE P ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
e e Rochester, NY 14614 ProjecT No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com " | ot
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁ:g'ﬂi’:’éil‘i! 552’;él?é‘ni’fh;ﬁi‘;‘;”f;‘i3!22“.'2“5.23":‘5”&;?53ZZLi?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision

PR-6 XXX of XXX 0




Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-07.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

3:06:49 PM

Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
L.C. = 40.0’
M.0. = -0.04'
een = '
525 SD..=.1478 525
o
o
2 g s 8 8
o o2l
Ll T = Y v 8
N~ N P m|o M| o S
0 B 3 2 I S g g *
3 =|© ©w =2 = 3 3
= m_ G| Ehv 24y Dla & 39: S
PROPOSED T.6.L. =2 4|2 gl= |~ . =z Sl
. == Z|@ 3@ Z|@ ] S| SR
-0.60% ol o oo == ol= z|S
— _ =] s
515 -0.9 -l = :', 515
LR S =
/ T — a|d
EXISTING ;GRADE — &
510 510
505 505
500 500
495 495
= ~
wl
40 o2 o3 0
—|o w w
2% zlaz
S8 3|2
5|32 345
z|w AT
v <(n= w (2
Slax EIEE
o =
485 AL Aes #5
s 9iN St !B 'S @ ~im & oS NIt ~im Pt
i gie g @i @i B Qe b 3T i o R
m Win Win vin Oin i bl i 0 N N wnin Eail's) 4&)
USN 20+50 USN 21+00 USN 21+50 USN 22+00 USN 22+50 USN 23+00 USN 23+50 USN 24+00 USN 24+50 USN 25+00 USN 25+50 USN 26+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
I — I — Roche?'effr NY 14614 Project No. Scale
—_— —_ www.stantec.com " \ e or
o o ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_7 XXX Of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:06:50 PM

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-08.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014
Plofted By: sromeiser

540 540
r T
} SOUTH CLINTON AVENUE
\
535 | e 535
f/ —_— —— 2
L.C. =i 40.0
M.0. =i-0.05'
530 SSD--=-1098’ L.C.i=__200.0 530
w M.0. = 0.68"
:z: SSD = 486/
=4
21 53 g
- =3 8 ol 4 54
T Pl |Ea 2| o o
525 o | R et R T 3 525
T~ —S S hed 5] ™ (S S
T~ ol (oS % o bl 4 -
S Gw) fuo T s P ] *lo
~— L o> 2 . w|wo -
— <] ] == e <
- i I i R e (eif alz
~~~~~ P oy |aw o | =[5 .
e a (w S|=
520 e L = S i 520
| -1 ‘.00'/. — .00 o ld
‘ | —————
EXISTING {GRADE \ BIN 11050139 | ]
} \ SED T.G.L.
[ S S S |
505 ; | 505
— |
|
|
| |
l ‘
510 1 510
\ |
\ |
\ \
\
N 4
h |
505 505
\ |
\ |
\ RAMP TO |
\ SOUTH CLINTON
AVENUE \
\ J
\ e
500 e T T 500
\L—"
495 495
490 490
485 485
Y 9 5 ! 8 3 s S 9is ol
480 480
EB 10+00 EB 10+50 EB 11+00 EB 11450 EB 12+00 EB 12450 EB 13+00 EB 13+50 EB 14+00 EB 14+50
CENTERLINE PROFILE OF EASTBOUND 1-490 OFF RAMP
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N —_—_— N B -
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n ec GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _— Rochesfer, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— stantec. " ' n_qt
www stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_8 XXX Of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



3:06:50 PM

:3/6/2014

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-09.dgn
Plofted By: sromeiser

540 540
535 535
e - 2000 LCi= 50.0°
530 .Co. = X » 530
- M.0; = -0.01'
M.0. = 0.68 SSD = 4899’
SSD = 486’
o
= [=3 8 M
525 2 = S 03 525
by 2 s 2 T
2 g 3l 3l 23 iy
o @ s ] ry —| =
S © e oS | |2 a5
S o Al alm 2|5 ] b EXISTING| GRADE |
¥ lev w — g o e o= —[= ; e}
N m |~ o= Q= o *lw _ |
e Wi w|n = >4 b = ———\& _
2 @l —|w o vl oo a1t 0507 1 B ERE SRR — 520
“ o, =3 PROPOSED T.G.L. 507 ;
b =& =2 727,
= 3|4 [ [ 0.727.
~—— o |o J|m
i BIN 11021630
Bt e S e L L L L o
515 e 515
50 o 50
\\\\‘_\ /—EXISTING INNER LOOP GRADE
505 et / 505
500 500
495 495
wl o~
o lﬂ‘ﬁ'
490 AZE 490
2l3=
Q2
(==
3133
(S
485 485
<3 N5 o o8 b @3 S <% 5@ §i% 8% 3
N{ [ Qi Sid Jie Qi i Qi 3l Rie NS 8is 3
S|z it Sim Rt i &z Bz 8im iz iz Bz 8
480 480
EB 14+50 EB 15+00 EB 15+50 EB 16+00 EB 16+50 EB 17+00 EB 17450 EB 18+00 EB 18450 EB 19+00 EB 19+50 EB 20+00
CENTERLINE PROFILE OF EASTBOUND I[-490 OFF RAMP
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — P www.stantec.com " \ o
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD PR_9 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-10.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

3:06:51 PM

Plofted By: sromeiser

540 540
r 1
\ \
| SOUTH CLINTON AVENUE |
\ \
535 | e 1 535
L —— R
530 L.C. = 100.0’ 530
" MO. = 015’
Z SSD = 380
(=4
>
— w
n 3 <
b X
525 o1& 8 &R 525
Qe i S S |2
o|F Y 9; s [T
R oy ic|=
EXISTING :GRADE - u>-, - 2‘ fz ms.
g =5 v I
PROPUSED 76— Sl= =020
s S S ——— — R e S —_—— -0.70% ::IJ ;I.AJ ;u; 520
------------ i | e L \ e £
\ BIN (1050139 | T
! \ T ——
e e A A \ T
515 | | sz 505
- \ T
| | ~~
‘ |
' r
510 N [ 510
\ |
\ |
A\ |
N 1
> |
505 ’ 505
\ |
\ RAMP iTO |
\ SOUTH CLINTON |
\ AVENUE j
\ —
500 e 500
\_—
495 495
490 490
485 485
S n & i3 < 2 o B i wla
2 3 g g S g o i i E
m v k2l ~ Ojwn O O O w0 L0 10 ol [ 460
WB 12+00 WB 12+50 WB 13+00 WB 13+50 WB 14+00 WB 14+50 WB 15+00 WB 15+50 WB 16+00 WB 16+50
CENTERLINE PROFILE OF WESTBOUND 1-490 ON RAMP
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n ec GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
- _——— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— stantec. " f n_qt
www stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] O XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



3:06:52 PM

:3/6/2014

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Sef\PR\PR-11.dgn
Plofted By: sromeiser

540 540
535 535
530 L.C. = 100.0 530
M.0. = 0.15’
SSD = 380
o
=
Ll
525 8 g 5 525
E EiE
5 2]
o|z o=
ol bs EXISTING | GRADE =P
| — —_ >
= >' w
=)
L P PROPOSED :T.G.L. —~——\ |
520 = z A\ | AelE 0
== \ 0.50% \
BIN 1021630
515 515
50 ez 50
\\\\\\ EXISTING INNER LOOP GRADE
505 TR sz 1/_ 505
500 500
495 495
=
Sl
HES
~N —-s
2(52
0
485 485
g2 s gis Sis ais gig iz g
w 9w O Ojwn O O O OO0 el 460
WB 16+50 WB 17+00 WB 17+50 WB 18+00 WB 18+50 WB 19+00 WB 19+50 WB 20+00
CENTERLINE PROFILE OF WESTBOUND 1-490 ON RAMP
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _— Rochesfer, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — P www.stantec.com " \ o
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] ] XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-12.dgn

3:06:52 PM

:3/6/2014

Plofted By: sromeiser

530 -Gy -=---50.0! 530
M.0. = -0.03’ L.C. =i 50.0°
SSD = 2167’ <
M.0. = 0.19’
o SSD = 220
q o
[Te) Q
525 ¥ & 5] 8 525
O|wn M 8 ') w o
=|o e ¢ @ S ~ 3
| Sla = & S = 8 I
Y= -] —| o Nlew > T 2 ~
ES i~ ~ < < Q +
. |~ = |~ < v <
—|= (o 21 vy v J|= - & —|<
>. w - - x T|wv - ‘\l w ™M g 3
_ a'le Q> = of - o 1720 hard s bl et
520 S i & d - S PG 520
. = =Y g o O <[ _]
| -050% =z =z =0 PROPOSED iT.G.L. T z2ls i e -
.507 o'l 5= = . == oeh T T —
] fre o s = [ TR
BIN (1021630 . o= ==Y o | L
— ~1.00% dP= L
woor <ld B3 /
L e
“““““““ /
515 / 515
/
o
500 et 50
505 RTINSt 505
EXISTING INNER LOOP GRADE —\ __——T
500 - 500
495 495
=
5
(=]
%2
490 - ol 490
8lo2 o|8e
g2 2lh
ol = <™z
- 2“.’ —|—=
alos #laz
213z T|nz
=
45 = P ot 55
o o~ ~ ~N ~ — ~ o w wn w w w
e 83 83 %3 I g7 i i i 213 1% <% NE
Q| Qi IS Qi N e Qv Sl S Sl =l N e D e Dl
4&) i win i 0N in vin vin Win BIn Eail's) WIn 0 i 4&)
HSE 10+00 HSE 10+50 HSE 11+00 HSE 11+50 HSE 12+00 HSE 12+50 HSE 13+00 HSE 13+50 HSE 14+00 HSE 14+50 HSE 15+00 HSE 15+50 HSE 16+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _— Rochesfer, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — P www.stantec.com . | "o
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1'=40' V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD PR_] 2 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-13.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

3:06:53 PM

Plofted By: sromeiser

L.C. = 40.0
M.0. = -0.16’

530 S$SD--=-352* 530
o
]
o N o
s §|E ¢ "
o ~ — S Q
2 % g g
505 Ol 28 mg-8le 3 525
o S| ES = o br}
w|os U ] 2 g
e TN el T|e %5
sl Sal BE 2(E -
PROPOSED T.G.L.—j SiD =a e = |2
520 O . A S T ‘77-£2E.;_ - 520
EXISTING ; GRADE J
515 515
510 510
505 505
500 500
495 495
£
190 -t 490
w
3|ai
0 .
3|g8
374
w| 7=z
E4ES
485 <leR #5
wn o w ~
S 3 2%
80 2B Wi B 450
HSE 16+00 HSE 16+50 HSE 17+00 HSE 17+50 HSE 18+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the . o .
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] 3 XXX Of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:06:54 PM

:3/6/2014

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-14.dgn
Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
L.C; = 60.0
M.0; = -0.16"
525 SSD-=..527" 525
o
o
g
L &
|~ o 8
=|® 2 3
520 At—; = S 520
> ~— - + | .
] = |2 hof 5} 8
=\ | i + [
a T — o b3t =y
p——" \ 2@ . N [
- o > = —
d *238/\ o\ S| e
- [} —|=>
515 o 515
\ \‘ - =
. o
\ '/—PROPOSED T.G.L.
D ~
500 S —~Looo ] 50
_ '\
~ ~ — \
~— - i \
N R S —tay
505 T 505
EXISTING {GRADE —/ T~ \\
50 e B o \ ”
495 495
=
490 S 490
wrf---S
=1 e
s|ed
HE
|82
o3
485 485
[Te] -— ~ =3 ~ w N o ~ - ~N
IS Bi3 82 B2 82 S il S8 22 33 ~NE
w0 2B it Sio it BB 8|3 B3 SIS QB QB v‘?:wo
SB 10+00 SB 10+50 SB 11+00 SB 11450 SB 12+00 SB 12+50 SB 13+00 SB 13+50 SB 14+00 SB 14+50 SB 15+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i'i’éil‘il‘ 552‘;él?fni’?ﬁ.i‘;‘;”f;‘ii,!‘;;i'l,?.ti.”é‘fli;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD |55Ued By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] 4 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:06:55 PM

:3/6/2014

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-15.dgn
Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
525 525
520 520
515 —— S [___‘ 515
|l ]
: BIN:1050160 |
S N |
510 e SO SO IRt 50
L.C. = 200.0:
M.0. = 1.35"
SSD = 202’
505 o=t 505
e
T w
@3 2
oS z 3 =1
B 3 g 3 S
S a' .| S = T
2 z| = -
Sm S PROPOSED T.G.L HIEE ; 8 = '“'i 0
Gl = —|< . m|o
Te— I g% L N
= e & =3
- =3 = = .
I “\_\ =2 = o’| o —
-i\ —_—— of Sla [ S—— ——
1% - ~ — = 5
EXISTING GRADE
40 490
485 485
5|8 NiF Ri% oS QIS 2
o B g5 g g g g -
SB 15+00 SB 15+50 SB 16+00 SB 16+50 SB 17+00 SB 17+50 SB 18+00
CENTERLINE PROFILE OF INNER LOOP RAMP (SOUTHBOUND)
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
I - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i'i’éil‘il‘ 552‘;él?fni’?ﬁ.i‘;‘;”f;‘ii,!‘;;i'l,?.ti.”é‘fli;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] 5 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:06:55 PM

:3/6/2014

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-16.dgn
Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
L.C. =i 60.0'
M.0. =i-0.16"
525 SSD.3.5271 505
o
=3
o
ol (=]
5|2 S o
R K 2
+
520 217 AT & 8 520
= =[N & 2
=Y @|9 had bt} ]
== =|»o 3 Flo
T Sl= 2|o =[m
I e =z 2|3
ol =3 |
| =
505 sz o - 515
.\ g
A\
N \59\
\\
~_ T PROPOSED {T.G.L.
\ — /
510 Fregdicoeays 500
~ ~
T~ ~ \
505 S 23.25 5
X A B \
500 EXISTING; GRADE L - 500
-~ - \
495 495
=
=
0 S ©0
3 G
s|su
2|HE
(=1t %)
MES
=z :E
o2
485 485
< 9 +iT il Nt NI N 3 5i& o 0|8
8l g & 2 N dis s i g §is gl
w‘ﬂlﬂ i lfs) i ifs) i ifs) D D O O il hal 2] V‘?"ao
NB 10+00 NB 10+50 NB 11+00 NB 11+50 NB 12+00 NB 12+50 NB 13+00 NB 13+50 NB 14+00 NB 14+50 NB 15+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . "
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n ec GENERAL PROFILE
- T - INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.ILN. 4940.17 D017599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _—— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — P www.stantec.com " \ o
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i'i’éil‘il‘ 552‘;él?fni’?ﬁ.i‘;‘;”f;‘ii,!‘;;i'l,?.ti.”é‘fli;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_] 6 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-17.dgn

3:06:56 PM

:3/6/2014

Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
525 525
520 520
515 515
r—= o r—
\ L ——— — ———— \
|
: BIN 1050160 |
| |
B B e
510 — 3 510
L.C. = 100.0"
M.0. = 0.31'
505 550-=-462" 505
=]
=
H kS
=1 ]
1%
500 .E L2p=Y g 500
- w3 2 o
MEXS e S
wn —
Aoz el ol
= oS 2le
o w =Z| ~N
| ale
95 Si& == 495
o] = —|=
—_— & a (w =
= \\“1&\‘ o|@
EXISTING | GRADE 3
0 B S )
485 485
3|8 i Ri7 ]I 9 ©
g[S 88 RS NS 3 8
480 = i i i X s 460
NB 15+00 NB 15+50 NB 16+00 NB 16+50 NB 17+00 NB 17+50 NB 18+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n ec GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _— Rochesfer, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — P www.stantec.com " \ o
o - ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i'i’éil‘il‘ 552‘;él?fni’?ﬁ.i‘;‘;”f;‘ii,!‘;;i'l,?.ti.”é‘fli;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] 7 XXX Of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




L.C. = 100.0'

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-18.dgn
3:06:57 PM

Date/Time: 3/6/2014
Plofted By: sromeiser

M.0. = -0.33’
e ey LC. = 100.0°
530 M:0;-=--0.12* 530
e SSD = 443’
= o
[=3 J t=3
S bl I 8
[T+ + - .
o Flo i &le 2 o
S 8 S ef D 5|S 3 Q
5252 - = o E e g IS . > 8 525
Sl PP | £1® 5= 4P il5 g 3
—| o (=] . o
g|= o= =@ 52 2| =2 |2 =8 AN
; Q|5 EXISTING | GRADE =2 2|4 =\ L o Oy
= K |w | o . n|= x
S =3 J R R ——& - ——— SIE a Lls
- = o S P — 5 — > o] <t
a|w =l S R 1)/ NS \"H& — 1657 ol ] e[
w0 gmi0my e e i Ao 20
\— oW
PROPQOSED ; T.G.L. S e S N S .
T ———— e -0:65% — — — |
515 515
510 510
505 505
500 500
495 495
490 " 490
Q= ~
S|l
ol
2lrE
Q==
—
glde
N
485 485
o2 ol N ol . e o2 518 oz o2 2% 518 o[
g|2 gist SIS Sig i i i S gz g S 2t gl=
m‘-ﬂm i N i 0N vin vin win Oin Eail's) OIn WIn u’lﬂw
PS 10+00 PS 10+50 PS 11+00 PS 11450 PS 12+00 PS 12+50 PS 13+00 PS 13+50 PS 14+00 PS 14+50 PS 15+00 PS 15450 PS 16+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N N B N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. CITY OF ROCHESTER
a n e C GENERAL PROFILE
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
I — I — Roche?'effr NY 14614 Project No. Scale
—_— —_ www.stantec.com " \ e or
o o ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the . o .
drawing - any emors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay. Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] 8 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-19.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

3:06:57 PM

Plofted By: sromeiser

530 530
525 525
g w o
S RN = S S
< S| o < v
=] =~ o <
n + |0+ [ S N P
£la e|ms s Flo Bl b
L™ = = —|
= QLB |n = g
/—EXlSTlNG GRADE  Q|in a ks : s 2w
= 42 S <[ | -
= o |ma | > >l PROPOSED T.G.L.
. | . - .
-—Ft_ -0eky_ % | 2,14% 4»%541&2_/- /
b— — -0.427

515 515

510 510

505 505

500 500

495 495

= =

490 O R At B 490

o a
a|=FE  ~|o=
x|kl @lnn
O|® - Ou_,
e %
Clfs g9s
CI8E «|8%
[ PN < g Pt <}

485 485
0|8 oim <& oS < & NIt <l i 2 N5 ol wl|@
g2 8ic 8ic Bz aid qis RS Qis dis Sis i i &[e

4&7%; S S S S S Siio Sio 5o Sio Sio Sio E;W

PS 16+00 PS 16+50 PS 17+00 PS 17+50 PS 18+00 PS 18+50 PS 19+00 PS 19+50 PS 20+00 PS 20+50 PS 21+00 PS 21+50 PS 22+00

ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title

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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE

a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
- _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R — PR — www.stantec.com " \ o
o o ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40"'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R_ ] 9 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:06:58 PM

2

Plofted By: sromeiser
k3

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-20.dgn

Date/Time: 3/6/2014

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

File Name: 14.03

Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

530 530
525 525
o
q o
w (=}
Ile =
520 ey T 520
NS IEY
w|= Nl
“2 PROPOSED: T.G.L & o
] e o il EXISTING: GRADE
o = >' w
; = =z
0427 | -0.707, _r_
55 A— SO S 55
510 510
505 505
500 500
495 495
o
490 ol 490
o|2E
M=
3|%=
ke
Q-
g (i)
o o
485 485
b Q >
gla g g2 2
480 S| S S S 480
PS 22+00 PS 22+50 PS 23+00 PS 23+50 PS 24+00
CENTERLINE PROFILE OF PITKIN STREET
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
I - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— stantec. " ' n_qt
www stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40'V: 1"=8
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision

PR-20 XXX of XXX 0




Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Sef\PR\PR-21.dgn

3:06:59 PM

Date/Time: 3/6/2014
Plofted By: sromeiser

L.C. = 60.0
530 * 530
M.0. = 0.08’
SSD 4 2927
o >
3 o H o
2 S =3 S
525 83 o S 2 3 525
=8 I S I b 2o
e 2= 53 (<= S
=|wv <|= = = =|=2
i Sl o ol PROPOSED (T.G.L
Z|@ Sl= . . L P Gl
___________________________________ =2 3= 34| =3 e A
O TR HO ot efotouee et et S S SRS S R e =8 =@ 520
J ——————————————————————— - B Y /2 S S 1) S T Ry L L A oty ———— ]
EXISTING ;GRADE
515 515
510 510
505 505
500 500
495 495
=
5
E 3
450 g TN 450
o o wl
sleH wloE
&St <|S»
e s
o[ =
= =z
5|42 E{IE
s 1%}
485 o o3 ol 485
8 < g N © o = © ©iS 0l i ©io |2
S S S S 3 3 g g g i $is S gl
4&) v 2l w0 w0 2 2l v 2 OIn Eail's) OIn WIn 2l lﬂw
MA 11+00 MA 11+50 MA 12+00 MA 12+50 MA 13+00 MA 13450 MA 14+00 MA 14+50 MA 15+00 MA 15+50 MA 16+00 MA 16+50 MA 17+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
e I — a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ! ) P.LLN. 4940.17 D017599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_ _ www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
By Appd. YY.MM.DD By Appd YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD P R —2 ] XXX Of XXX O

Revision

Issued

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:07:00 PM

:3/6/2014

Design File: U:\192500295\Transportation\Design\Drawing\Plan Set\PR\PR-22.dgn
Plofted By: sromeiser

L.C. = 50.0’
M.0. = 0.04’
0 SSD = 380’ 510
o
<
o
= Pleo
g g 2 S
o S by =3
~m
525 ale a8 S| a2 525
=1 8 | = Ii'J
<2t S I =|w >l
L. | == N R S ———
EXISTING | GRADE 2|& ] fre =\ e ——————— [ E S J—
J L 1.00% saisnal—
§ oo o |@ o (i L A a—— —j"
I R S e e e e ST NEEE L PROPOSED {T.G.L.
R S HE Y N S _
2 St == .] % t .
| |
[ BIN 1021630 |
|
[ S B I ——
|
515 | l 515
| |
. |
| |
. |
500 | ,‘ 50
'\ I
| |
|
| l
505 | ; 505
'1 |
. |
| EXISTING INNER LOOP GRADE "
500 500
495 495
& 5
w <
490 I e TR i B i 450
o < o o~
~(Sw moZ w|Qw —|9&
Slow |2 —low A2V
S|oE NS S|loE wlon
B I|FiE L& 2|
== ©o|od wo|S ©o|oS
i i S R Zes
32z 2|39 3|22 S
= = =
45 ST oo ooz ootz 55
2 ) — Ll o ~m o ~m o 2 ~y e o w w w o w0 w )

g Ao gio gl gio S8 Sg 25 &3 S5 38 y g
4&) Olwn win i 0N N vin vin vin wIn i) w0 2 2l 4&7
MA 17+00 MA 17+50 MA 18+00 MA 18+50 MA 19+00 MA 19+50 MA 20+00 MA 20+50 MA 21+00 MA 21+50 MA 22+00 MA 22+50 MA 23+00
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET

- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100

_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale

B www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
ReViSiOn By Appd. YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD PR_22 XXX Of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




3:07:00 PM

2

Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transporfafion\Design\Drawing\Plan Sef\PR\PR-23.dgn
=

Date/Time: 3/6/2014
Plofted By: sromeiser

L.C. = 40.0

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction File Name: - 1408

or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

M.0. = -0.13'
530 $SD-=--438* 530
&
= 8 S o
< w P B I}
o w - Il ™ S
505 < o iy +lo |t — 525
S S o= =y B[ FIi
S - —[= —“le Bl="|3S N~
&2 @ n|Z aly Ll Nk
=ls Slm | @ B~ o e EA e
n|—= | 5= ] i 4_: o 3=
Gl e als =f 2 sl f STING GRADE
| (R o Fl -0.50% == R
520 el ;| B S B e e = | 520
2 ppsy OB ———— T T208% I D Rt st
| A
‘ " } PROPOSED (T.G.L
BIN 1050149 | s
————————————————— T
515 } 515
\
\
\
\
510 } 510
\
\
\
\
505 } 505
\
\
EXISTING INNER LOOP GRADE }
~ |
500 R = “— 500
~_
495 495
R 0
=
2
o
o 2
|
g[es
2 S1%)
wn
S e e 45
o2
~|2 3% 8is 58 KIS 5
NS ia S Qg I 3
w0 2B R|B Rib S it s 50
BS 10+00 BS 10+50 BS 11+00 BS 11+50 BS 12+00 BS 12+50 BS 1
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N e o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
—_— —_— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
Liiﬁi’g'f‘;i’i’éil‘il‘ ;fi‘;él?fni’fh;ﬁi‘i,i"?;‘ii,!‘;;i“o?.ti.”:‘f”wi;ﬁ’éifZZL?“‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision

PR-23 XXX of XXX 0




L.C. = 40.0’
530 530
M.0. = 0.05:
SSD = 216
o
) <
o & o s
o
525 1 S G| 8 S e 525
ol [§r dulFei @ IS
38 3k <REI% &= 3|8
I <2 HRLD <= :|>=  EXISTING:GRADE
Sh| |Ob 0|56 P by PROPOSED T.G.L. 5|2
=T C ] T ==
g} = Sa|= I = i ———
520 Q- Ty ! o ol / 0.50% : SERREREEESEEE 520
I D . === T |
-0.50% \ |
| BIN:1035240 |
U TS A A —
I SR S
515 I I 515
\ |
l |
l |
| |
l \
510 I | 510
| !
| \
| |
| |
505 I : 505
l |
* |
| |
| EXISTING INNER LOOP GRADE |
500 ‘ SERSISRRS NO— - | 500
[\//," \\\/
495 495
= I
5 =
“0 Wl ! og "I .~ 0
n|25 8|35 5|8y
ow Slow oloa
[ +@x O+ MmO =
D= + O + |+
<|98 <|53 <|0nS
= = I
5 R = I 55
" © - © - ©
S il ~ 0!8 N
5 £id e sid Sist £ Sis 3
®0 S 5|5 S5 QB R S DI & 50
EA 8+00 EA 8+50 EA 3+00 EA 9450 EA 10+00 EA 10+50 EA 11+00 EA 11450 EA 12+00 EA 12+50 EA 13400
c
g
3
z
3
¢
§
z
2
3 ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, N —_—_— . " -
g LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
< THE ALTERING ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR SHALL STAMP THE DOCUMENT AND INCLUDE THE NOTATION "ALTERED BY"
5 FOLLOWED BY THEIR SIGNATURE, THE DATE OF SUCH ALTERATION, AND A SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERATION. St CITY OF ROCHESTER GENERAL PROFILE
. — ——— antecC
S
% INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
52 S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
£e - - ) ) P.ILN. 4940.17 D017599
=3 61 Commercial $t, Suite 100 -
2 _— _—— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
<3 —_— _— www.stanfec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 H: 1"=40' V: 1"=8'
8279 _— _— . .
-3 E The Contr ll verify d be sible for all dii ions. DO NOT le the . e
558 GEW;’Q r’c:;’yorei:ocrs om;?omfﬁ?i{;ﬂépinzgoﬁgiEf%omze\;ym ° Drawing No. Sheet Revision
PR _ _ _—
T E % The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
»u‘%}g% Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD ISSUed By Appd. YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD PR_24 XXX Of XXX O
aooa

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\ Prefiminary\Drawing\Plan Sef\TS\Ts-01.dgn

9:48:11 AM

7/2014

Plotted By: diclark

EXISTING GRADE/

WEST R.0.W. ROM. 66-0" EAST R.O.W.

PROPOSED PAVEMENT 40'-0"
1 GI_OII \ 241_0"
\
20" 5" L 50 5-qn | 117-0" 1 117-g" L 5 | 8/-0" 71-qn L 5 L2-0"
ITEM 6101601, TURF ESTABLISHMENT - ROADSIDE (TYP.) SIDEWALK | TREE LAWN | BIKE LANE | SB TRAVEL LANE : NB TRAVEL LANE BIKE LANE | PARKING LANE TREE LAWN SIDEWALK
| EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION (38")
ITEM 610.1402, TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) VH oL ‘ ‘
Vi /FT VARIES 1 _
T e —g T T T - VARIES |/4"/FT ///

ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE
SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.)

ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.)

VARIES 0'-0" TO 20-0"

ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.)

REMOVE EXISTING
PAVEMENT (TYP.)

ITIS 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.

Permit-Seal Consultants

YY.MM.DD YY.MM.DD

2

Appd.

=

Appd.

Revision Issued

N
[N
’ \
REMOVE EXSTING

CONCRETE RETAINING
WALL TO 4'-0"

! BELOW PROPOSED
GRADE

—{
, // /‘ ITEM 203.02, EMBANKMENT
, 4 Vad IN PLACE (TYP.)
Lo KL
TYPICAL SECTION

SOUTH UNION STREET - 3 LANE ROAD WITH CYCLE TRACK
(STA. USS 15+50 TO STA. USS 28+00)

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

@ Stantec

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.) ITEN 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP) ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED POLYETHYLENE ITEM 402.196302, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2)
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.) UNDERDRAIN TUBING, 6" DIA. (TYP.) ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COLRSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
TYPICAL SECTION ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
SOUTH UNION STREET - 2 LANE ROAD WITH BICYCLE LANES
(STA. USS 10+50 TO STA. USS 15+50)
WEST R.O.W. CO. 910" EAST R.OM.
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 40'-0"
H.CL.
167-0" / 240"
ITEM 610.1601, TURF :
ESTABLISHMENT - ROADSIDE (TYF.) ‘
T T . | - - - | 8-0" 56 | 50 20
ITEM 610.1402, SIDEWALK | TREE LAWN | SB CYCLE | NB CYCLE BUFFER PARKING LANE SB TRAVEL LANE CENTER TWO-WAY/ NB TRAVEL LANE PARKING LANE TREE LAWN | SIDEWALK
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) TRACK TRACK LEFT TURN LANE
o
T
i
EXISTING INNER LOOP L RETAINING _| _ | EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION (28’ AND VARIES) |
WALL ‘
VARIES | | | | | | : | ‘ EXISTING GRADE
— '/"/FT ‘
PERVIOUS CYCLE TRACK | B
_ VA sET — T.G.L. VARIES Y /FT I
V4" (TYP) N L Vi /ET <’j———
—

o —

ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)

ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA,
ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA,
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)

ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION

ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT

Client/Project

CITY OF ROCHESTER

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.IN. 4940.17 D017599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

File Name: 14.03
Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

\
I
REMOVE EXISTING

ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED POLYETHYLENE
UNDERDRAIN TUBING, 6" DIA. (TYP.)

GRANITE CURB

60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)

Title
TYPICAL SECTION
UNION STREET
Project No. Scale
192500295 N.T.S
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
TS-1 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



9:48:12 AM

:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\TS\T$-02.dgn

WEST R.0.W.

EAST R.O.W.

ESTABLISHMENT -

ITEM 610.1601, TURF

;V TY8" (TYP.)

Vi /FT
BANARS

R.O.W. VARIES 81/-0" TO 102'-0"
PROPOSED PAVEMENT SECTION (VARIES 51'-0" TO 62'-0")
16-0" ] 240"
i
s Erogn 5 gn 5o 5o 5 g g-g" 120" VARIES 0°-11" 110" 120" g-g" 106" 2
SIDEWALK TREE LAWN| SB CYCLE | NB CYCLE | BUFFER PARKING LANE SB TRAVEL LANE MEDIAN/LEFT TURN LANE NB TRAVEL LANE NB TRAVEL LANE PARKING LANE SIDEWALK

TRACK TRACK 5g 5gn

i
EXISTING INNER LOOP | RETAINING _| | EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION (28' AND VARIES)

WALL i
|
|
i
i
i
i

1 HCL

| L.l

VARIES e T EXISTING GRADE
—_— |
PERVIOUS CYCLE TRACK i
Ve /FT = ya Yo" /FT [//'
[ L Va" /FT n— -

ROADSIDE (TYP.)
N
ITEM 610.1402, ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.) lL\ N | g%l\:ﬁ}l_rEE ECXUII%gING
N
g ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE | O
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.) |
| REMOVE EXSTING
| CONCRETE. RETAINING ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED ‘ géll:lé TgRgl,’-(?S"ED ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
. , W "
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.) POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING, | CRADE ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
6" DIA. (TYP.) — . | ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
VARIES 00" TO 20"-0 | ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
TTEM 203.02, EMBANKMENT ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
l\ ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
|
-———— —_ o ———— T ———
/ //7_ Y g //7i S e / /7 o T T T l
P , , ¢ S A A A A A A e e —-
A A A | 7 _ A A A Sy 7 s 7 s s / ST T =
LA ——4——X__ s e s , s Y e v
- —<£L__/ // / a 4 A
‘‘‘‘ Lo 7 /|
“‘/‘—J\J
REMOVE EXISTING
PAVEMENT (TYP.)
TYPICAL SECTION
SOUTH UNION STREET - 4 LANE ROAD WITH CYCLE TRACK
(STA. USS 28+00 TO STA. USS 31+89)
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, B o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER TYPICAL SECTION
— — —_— a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT UNION STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
- _——— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 N.TS
Liiﬁ:gﬁi’féil‘ii‘ g(eg{%;?fn?fhﬁi?iiir:gﬂosigiréfzj}?irZ(e)\gsyc.c‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued By Appd.  YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn.  YY.MM.DD TS_2 XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\TS\Ts-03.dgn

9:48:12 AM

ESTABLISHMENT -
ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 610.1402,
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 610.1601, TURF

NEST RON. R.O.H. VARIES 89-6" TO 94'-6" EAST RON.
PROPOSED PAVEMENT VARIES (51'-0" TO 62'-0")
31-0" ! 31-Q"
i
2-0Y 50" 5-0" 5-0" 5-0" 56" 80" 12-0" VARIES 0'-11 13-0" 12'-0" 10-6" 0'-6"
SIDEWALK | TREE LAWN | SB CYCLE | NB CYCLE |  BUFFER PARKING LANE SB TRAVEL LANE LEFT TURN LANE NB TRAVEL LANE NB TRAVEL LANE SIDEWALK
TRACK TRACK o5 ! 06
T
EXISTING INNER LOOP | RETAINING | EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION (34’ AND VARIES)

WALL
i
i
i
i
i
|
VARIES | 1
Mg al |

E— PERVIOUS CYCLE TRACK el
YAl |
A rET | TG Va'/FT
— PARAEE

;V TV/a" (TYP.)

\

'/4" /FT

a

— =

EXISTING GRADE

ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE ) \1 ‘
SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.) N
| N REMOVE EXISTING
ITEM 304,12, SUBBASE 0 LY GRANITE. CURB
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.) I\\ | \ ﬂ
Nl
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.) / N h REMOVE EXSTING ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED |*7¥4 WALL TO 4'-0" ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
< POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING, | BELOW PROPOSED ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COLRSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
* " —»""— . | ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
VARIES 0"-0" TO 20-0 ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
| TNEM 203.02, EMBANKMENT ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
\
|
|
_____ —— Y T T
SO \o——7 7o /7 7 T — e — ;
7 ( / v / 7 7 / ya / T —
- S LSS e e e A /
— L L Ll Ll L S T
—<__ ) L/ v _ / y
I AN 4 /7
REMOVE EXISTING -
PAVEMENT (TYP.)
TYPICAL SECTION
NORTH UNION STREET - 4 LANE ROAD WITH CYCLE TRACK
(STA. USN 10+00 TO STA. USN 12+50)
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, B o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER TYPICAL SECTION
S e — a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT HOWELL STREET
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
JE - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_ _—— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_ _— wavisianiec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 NTS
Liiﬁ:gﬁi’féil‘ii‘ g(eg{%;?fn?fhﬁi?iiir:gﬂosigiréfzj}?irZ(e)\gsyc.c‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued By Appd.  YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD TS_3 XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



9:48:13 AM

:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\TS\TS-04.dgn

WEST R.O.W.

EAST R.O.W.

R.0.W. 89'-6"
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 51'-0"
20'-0" | 31/-Q"
T
i
P 5i-gn 5i-gn 5i-gn 5i-gn 5ign 8-0" 1270 ! 1-0" 1290 8-q" 106" 0"
SIDEWALK TREE LAWN SBTRFYCCKLE NBTRCYCCKLE BUFFER PARKING LINE SB TRAVEL LANE | NB TRAVEL LANE NB TRAVEL LANE PARKING LINE SIDEWALK
A A i
EXISTING INNER LOOP RETAINING EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION (34’ AND VARIES)
WALL
\
i
\
i
\
i
\
i
VARIES
- Vi /FT :
.l — PERVIOUS CYCLE TRACK P EXISTING GRADE
- Ya" /FT !
- L» V4" (TYP.) r—y T.G.L. e
\— YarFr NL '/4"/FT - =TT
[
X
ITEM 610.1601, TURF AN ‘—_Eh‘ -----
ESTABLISHMENT - ; “
ROADSIDE (TYP.) I 1 \\\ I
ITEM 610.1402, ITEM 608.0101, CONCRET! |\
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.) [
| N REMOVE EXISTING
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE N N u GRANITE CURB
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.) N } \ O
N
N
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.) REMOVE EXSTING
g F\7¥J CONCRETE RETAINING ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
| WALL TO 4’-0" ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED R N I ggkgg PROPOSED ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
ZQLSIEATH(YTLYEPN)E UNDERDRAIN TUBING, VARIES 0'-0" TO 20°-0" [ ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
) ’ N ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
! TNEN 20302, EMBANKMENT ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
S — —— |
i e A A A G !
7 ( / s / / / / s Y Y / , = —_—— ]
s/ 7/ 7, 7 s/ v Y . / Y > L r
] |7 7/ A A A A A ya 7/ / 4 Y 7/ / =
s L — —— -l / Y 4 %
— L__ [/ 7/ / 7 / )
— v / a
‘‘‘‘ L 7/ /|
e L 1
REMOVE EXISTING
PAVEMENT (TYP.)
TYPICAL SECTION
NORTH UNION STREET - 4 LANE ROAD WITH CYCLE TRACK
(STA. USN 12+50 TO STA. USN 22+50)
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, B o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER TYPICAL SECTION
- - a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
- - P.LLN. 4940.17 D017599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— U stantec.
wwisfaniec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 NTS
Liiﬁ:gﬁi’féil‘ii‘ g(eg{%;?fn?fhﬁi?iiir:gﬂosigiréfzj}?irZ(e)\gsyc.c‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued By Appd.  YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD TS_4 XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\TS\TS-05.dgn

9:48:14 AM

NORTH R.O.W.

R.OM. VARIES
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 48'-0"
5'-0" 22'-0" ! 26/'-0"
T
| w
| VARIES 10"-0" | VARIES 8'-0" 14'-0" ; 12'-0" 12'-0" 2'-0" | VARIES 4'-0" 10 21'-0" | =
GRASS SIDEWALK GRASS SHOULDER AUXILIARY LANE i WB TRAVEL LANE WB TRAVEL LANE CURB MEDIAN =
EXISTING |INNER LOOP OFF- &
' SET
! &
| 3
! o
L HCL 2
| S
-~ | =
- 5
T Y /FT
EXISTING GRADEf It e VARIES e (TYP) \ T.6.L.
Ve /F T 1
[ 7 AR Vit /FT VARIES
ITEM 610.1601, TURF ‘H — — S
ESTABLISHMENT - —— — T
ROADSIDE (TYP.) \‘= L
ITEM 610.1402, I

TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE
SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5') (TYP.)

ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.)

ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.)

ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED

0

ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)

\ITEM 609.0252, GRANITE CURB, TYPE II

ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (8") (2-4" LIFTS)

ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION

POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING, TYPICAL SECTION ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
6" DIA. (TYP.) 1-490 ON RAMP
(STA. WB 13+31TO STA. WB 17+50)
R.0.W. VARIES NORTH R.O.W.
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 28'-0"
20! 260"
T
i
VARIES 2'-0") 18’-0" | 8'-0" VARIES 6'-0" | VARIES 9'-0" T0 10'-0" | VARIES
MEDIAN g}:"éBf RAMP SHOULDER TREE LAWN CYCLE TRACK SIDEWALK GRASS
SET |
I
i
I
el
! EXISTING GRADE
%S, PERVIOUS CYCLE TRACK .
ey L7 N RES N\ < -t
Vi/FT \E S ——— __—\———“?
T e — }
/]
ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE
SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.)
s, T
B - ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
) ROADSIDE (TYP.) COURSE, TYPE 2 (6" (TYP)
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.) ITEM 610.1402,
ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT) TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)
ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5") ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED
ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2") EQL[YJFJH(Y'II:YEPN;E UNDERDRAIN. TUBING,
ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (8") (2-4" LIFTS) ' ' TYPICAL SECTION
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES) -
ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION §?§s§v'“vlﬂ§“38'}{,°s'{f§ ‘?v';?z‘“"(')z
ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT STA. + ) +00)
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, B o . N
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
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. St t CITY OF ROCHESTER TYPICAL SECTION
a n e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
JE - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 10
_— _— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
_— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 N.T.S
xiﬁ:g'ﬁi’f;ﬁ! g(eg{%;?fn?fhﬁi?iiir:gﬂosigiréf:;}?irZ(e)\gsyc.c‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the properly of Stantec. Reproduction File Nome: 1403
Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued By Appd.  YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn.  YY.MM.DD TS_5 XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\TS\T$-06.dgn

9:48:15 AM

SOUTH R.O.W.

ITEM 609.0252, GRANITE CURB, TYPE II

ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)

ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")

ITEM 402.196902, 13 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")

ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (8") (2-4" LIFTS)
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)

ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION

ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT

=iy

|/
77

ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED
POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING,
6" DIA. (TYP.)

ITEM 610.1601, TURF
ESTABLISHMENT -

0 B ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.) ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 610.1402,
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.)

R.O.W. VARIES
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 23'-0"
LTEM b10-1601, TURF VARIES 3" ! 14-0" | 6-0" VARIES 25-0" T0 27'-0" | 8-0" |, 30"
ROADSIDE (TYP.) MEDIAN SHOULDER EB TRAVEL LANE | SHOULDER TREE LAWN SIDEWALK GRASS
; EXISTING INNER LOOP |
ITEM 610.1402, ‘
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) | ‘
|

9 j HC.L. Vo sFT -
2 O\ \\ VARIES rﬁ VARIES ma— =
z — ‘ " (TYe) -
S UM /FT . _
) — __ % SR
< ’ ‘
I
o
= ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE
: N
=
<
=

TYPICAL SECTION

1-490 OFF RAMP
(STA. EB 13+02 TO STA. EB 15+25)

ITEM 609.0252, GRANITE CURB, TYPE II

ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)

ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")

ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")

ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F3 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (8") (2-4" LIFTS)
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)

ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION

ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT

ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT,

FOLLOWED BY THEIR SIGNATURE, THE DATE OF SUCH ALTERATION, AND A SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERATION.

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"

2

Appd.  YY.MM.DD

=

Appd.

Revision Issued

YY.MM.DD

ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED

ESTABLISHMENT -
ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 610.1402,
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.)

R.0.W. VARIES SOUTH R.O-M.
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 29'-0"
IETSET'QBEIIQAIN?S}T- TURF VARIES 3-0" ! 12'-0" | 12'-0" 12'-0" VARIES 21'-4" TO 21'-10" | 8'-0" | 3-0"
ROADSIDE (TYP.) MEDIAN HOULDER EB TRAVEL LANE [ EB TRAVEL LANE [cur TREE LAWN SIDEWALK GRASS
: EXISTING INNER LOOP OFF- |
ITEM 610.1402, ‘ SET
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) }
VH.C.L.
g ‘ Ve /FT
= i 4 o
S VARIES VARIES -
z — VoL 4" (TYP) i —
CE———_— N —— D ——F
: /77
o
o | ITEM 610.1601, TURF ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE
S
<<
=

POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING,

6" DIA. (TYP.)

Permit-Seal

)
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP)
CORRUGATED
TYPICAL SECTION
1-490 OFF RAMP

(STA. EB 15+25 TO STA. EB 17+50)

Client/Project
CITY OF ROCHESTER

Consultants

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay.

The Copyrights fo all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: - _4m
or se for any purpose ofher than fhat authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.  YY.MMDD

SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.)

SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.)

Title
TYPICAL SECTION
Project No. Scale
192500295 N.T.S
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
1S-6 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




R.0.W. VARIES SOUTH R.O.M.
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 28’-0" - 1-430 ON RAMP PROPOSED PAVEMENT 28’-0" - 1-490 OFF RAMP PROPOSED PAVEMENT 22/-0" - HOWELL STREET
I I
210" 26'-Q" 210" | 26'-0" 8/-0" : 14-0"
I I '
. ! I
VARIES 2/-0"! 12'-0" | 12'-0" 12’-0" 4'-0" _|2'-0"! 12’-0" | 12'-0" 12'-0" VARIES 8'-Q" i 14'-0" 8’-0" 12'-0"
MEDIAN ISLAND ggléB; WB TRAVEL LANE WB TRAVEL LANE BE’éB MEDIAN 8#";8; EB TRAVEL LANE EB TRAVEL LANE 8',?'?8 MEDIAN PARKING LANE ! EB TRAVEL LANE SIDEWALK
Zl Z ! - I
SET : SET SET : SET \
! ! I
I I '
: 1-490 ON RAMP H.C.L. : !
r 1)/1-490 OFF RAMP H.C.L. i
! 1 i HOWELL STREET H.C.L.
VARIES i 1 v
7Y/4" (TYP.) ! ! ITEM 608.0101, C(IJINCRETE SIDEWALKS
ITEM 610.1601, TURF AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.)
58132}[])3“'4&? ) ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
Yy (TYP.) M 304.12,
g ﬁl %» COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.) V,
4" /FT _
_ I/4"/FT — -
- e | e e
| A 1
\ | i N
! N | \\ A
N ITEM 609.0252, GRANITE CURB, TYPE II —
N SN
N NG ITEM 610.1402,
NN ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT) | N TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)
| ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5") | IGTR?V:IITGS%%ZREBI
ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2") ‘ TYPE 1 (TYPY)
REMOVE EXISTING \ ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (8") (2-4" LIFTS) / ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
CONCRETE RETAINING \\ ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES) / ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
WALL TO 4'-0" BELOW 21, X ARA
PROPOSED GRADE \ ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION [ ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
| ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT | %:Tcmu%ﬁzlSOFz'éLF{rEEFmFEAELED
| // ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (3") UNDERDRAIN TUBING
\ 6" DIA. (TYP)
\ | ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
\ / ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
\\ / ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
| |
| |
\
\ /
\ |
T T T T T Ty T T T T T T T T, ———— —— Tt
V s s ST s s 7 777 ST e { ITEM 203.02, EMBANKMENT IN PLACE (TYP.)
/ s s s s / s s s 2 | Y Y Y s s s / s Y P
|7 s s / / s s s s | / Y / s / s v , yd
A S A S A S S A Sy S\ A S, G S S Sy S S S A
REMOVE EXISTING
PAVEMENT (TYP.)
TYPICAL SECTION
5 1-490 ON RAMP AND OFF RAMP AND HOWELL STREET
5 (STA. WB & EB 17+50 TO STA. WB & EB 20+00)
é ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, B —_— T o . -
s LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
< THE ALTERING ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR SHALL STAMP THE DOCUMENT AND INCLUDE THE NOTATION "ALTERED BY" ClTY OF ROCHESTER
§ FOLLOWED BY THEIR SIGNATURE, THE DATE OF SUCH ALTERATION, AND A SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERATION. St nt TYPICAL SECTION
% - - - - a e C INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
g% S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
3] [ - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
=5 61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
o _ _—— Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
§ _— _— www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 N.TS
]5 xiﬁ:g'ﬁi’f;ﬁ! g(eg{%;?fn?fhﬁi?iiir:gﬂosigiréf:;}?irZ(e)\gsyc.c‘e e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
% The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
% Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued By Appd.  YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn.  YY.MM.DD TS_7 XXX of XXX O
° ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Se\TS\TS-08.dgn

9:48:16 AM

NORTH R.O.W.

ITEM 610.1601, TURF
ESTABLISHMENT -
ROADSIDE (TYP.) 0

TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)

POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING,
6" DIA. (TYP.)

ITIS 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.

2

Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued

=

Revision Appd.  YY.MM.DD

ITEM 610.1402, ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.)

ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED

Permit-Seal

TYPICAL SECTION

MONROE AVE - 5 LANE ROAD
(STA. MA 19+00 TO STA. MA 22+50)

Consultants

ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)

ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 402.196302, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT

Client/Project

CITY OF ROCHESTER

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.IN. 4940.17 D017599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

File Name: ~ XXX-XXX.XXX 1403
Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

SOUTH R.O.N. RO 660" NORTH R.O0..
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 44'-0"
22'-0" ; 22'-0"
I
\
0'-6" | 10"-6" 8'-Q" | 14'-0" | 14/-0" | 8'-0" 10'-6" |
SIDEWALK PARKING LANE | EB TRAVEL LANE | WB TRAVEL LANE PARKING LANE SIDEWALK
|
EXISTING CHESTNUT/MONROE 44'-0"
‘rﬁH.c.L.
| Yo' IFT ST
Ya"/FT | —TGL. arr
______ P, T —— T B FT T
§ NN
ITEM 610.1601, TURF B A
r ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE
ESTABLISHMENT - ! "
ROADSIDE (TYP.) \\‘ SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.)
. - ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
ITEM 610.1402, TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) 9 0 COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.)
ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP. ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2"
ITEM 605.1502. PERFORATED CORRUGATE ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
M 605.1502, PERFORATED CORR D " (oogn
POLYETHYLENE ' UNDERORAIN TUBING. ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
6" DIA. (TYP.) ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
TYPICAL SECTION
MONROE AVE - 2 LANE ROAD WITH PARKING
(STA. MA 15+00 TO STA. MA 18+00)
SOUTH R.0.W. RO, 100/-0"
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 69'-0"
44'-0" | 250"
\
2/-0") 9-0" 6-0" | 40" 12°-0" | 11°-0" | 11'-0" \ 11°-0" | 14-0" 5-6" | 5-0" 9'-6"
SIDEWALK BIKE LANE | BUFFER EB TRAVEL LANE EB TRAVEL LANE TURNING LANE } WB TRAVEL LANE WB TRAVEL LANE TREE LAWN | SIDEWALK
EXISTING CHESTNUT/MONROE 69'-0" ‘
VH.C.L.
| A
I/n Ve
T.G.L. VesrT A /FT
Va' /FT e vey S 4 =
RLEARE weeavey VAV, SR —_—
L S —— ‘
1 \\‘ i ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE

ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE
O COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.)

SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.)

Title
TYPICAL SECTION
Project No. Scale
192500295 N.T.S
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
15-8 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




NORTH R.0.W. SOUTH R.0.W.

R.O.W. 89'-6"
PROPOSED PAVEMENT VARIES 46-0" T0 61'-Q"
24'-0" ‘ VARIES 22'-0" T 37'-0"
~ VRS
2-0" 50" 5'-Q" 57-0" 5'-Q" 576" 12'-0" 12'-0" 00" T0 150 14'-0" 8'-0" 10°-6" 20
SIDEWALK | TREE LAWN|" S8 CYeLE"|" NG CreLe" | BUFFeR WB TRAVEL LANE WB TRAVEL LANE T MEDIAN EB TRAVEL LANE PARKING LANE SIDEWALK
A A
|
PITKIN STREET RETAINING ! INNER_LOOP
WALL |
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
- VA | —HCL
— VARIES . s
N — PERVIOUS CYCLE TRACK !
- I— | ‘
" . G.L. yAS
e | e (1P ret ias
~_ — |/4"/FT I/4"/FT r
\____‘%‘ e — B —
“‘_‘ ______________ ] \ L.
ITEM 6100601, TWRF \\ L _ T § NI N\
ESTABLISHMENT - ' SR i
ROADSIDE (TYP.) BN
ITEM 610.1402, RN F
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.) ) N a
ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE N 0
SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP) AN
N
[TEM 304.12, SUBBASE }\\ N ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
COURSE, TYFE 2 (6") (TYP) REMOVE_EXSTING NI ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
SONCRETE RETAINING \ ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2*)
BELOW PROPOSED \‘ ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CLRB, TYPE 1 (TYPJ GRADE \ ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
\ — ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
ITEW 6051502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED \ VARIES 00" T0 200 ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING, '
6" DIA. (TYP.) \l
|
|
|
———————————— ==
= VA D s ey
a / / / a | /
Y A A s ¢
A R A A —cT T A S
ITEM 203.02, EMBANKMENT
IN PLACE (TYP) REMOVE EXISTING
PAVEMENT (TYP.)
TYPICAL SECTION

HOWELL STREET - 3 LANE ROAD WITH CYCLE TRACK
(STA. HSE 10+00 TO STA. HSE 13+50)

ITIS 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, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title

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. S l I CITY OF ROCHESTER TYPICAL SECTION
a n ec INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT

1\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\TS\T$-09.dgn

z - - S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
5 - ) ) P.IN. 4940.17 D017599
& 61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
- - - Rochester, NY 14614 Project No. Scale
R —_— stantec.
- - - wwwstaniec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 NTS
- - - - Liiﬁi’g',";i'f;‘nl‘il‘ ;(eg%;?fn?fhﬁi?iiir:gﬂosigiréfzj}?irZ(e)\tyc.me e Drawing No. Sheet Revision

The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: S )
Aopd. YYAMMDD or use for any purpose ofher fhan that authorized by Stantec i forbidden. Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.  YYMMDD TS_9 XXX of XXX O

2

Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued

=

Revision

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ



9:48:17 AM

:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\TS\TS-10.dgn

NORTH R.0.W.

SOUTH R.0.W.

R.0.W. 86'-0"
PROPOSED PAVEMENT 44’-0"
220" ! 220"
i
2'-0" 5-Q" 51-Q" 5/-0" 5-Q" 7-6" 8’-0" 14'-0" i 14'-0" 8'-0" 10’-6" 2'-0"
SIDEWALK TREE LAWN SBTRCYCCKLE NBTRCYCCKLE BUFFER PARKING LANE WB TRAVEL LANE ! EB TRAVEL LANE PARKING LANE SIDEWALK
A A |
PITKI RETAINING INNER LOOP ! RETAINING HOWELL
STREET| WALL ! WALL STREET
I
i
i
i
i
i
i
j H.C.L.
/
i
AVl i
PERVIOUS CYCLE TRACK i
' l'_-\ _
Ve /FT | T.G.L. l\\ \\{\\\ Ve sFT e
— 4" (TYP) al Vo' rFT / N L=
- — N
| N
S Lot 100
ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE [N ABLISHMENT -
SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.) I \\ ROADSIDE (TYP.)
[ B ITEM 610.1402,
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE O_ TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.) //
ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.) ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
B T YEa\E UNDERDRAIN TUBING, ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
' : ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)
REMOVE EXSTING — ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION
CONCRETE RETAINING VARIES 0'-0" TO 20"-0"
WALL 70 470" . ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT
BELOW PROPOSED |
GRADE Iy
|
L= v ~—— 77— Ny — ~
= 7 \ ——— 7 7 7 7 / / / /
\ ~--.7-~7._————f"‘ /7 7 a // // ‘ }/ // // v / / / / 7
)7-"7 - 7 4 Y / 7 Y —_ \ v v s/ v v / / s
s / A s, v O S roos s s / s s s v s -y
R A A S A S e A A G Vil S A N A A A S
|\ 7 s ITEM 203.02, EMBANKMENT
- IN PLACE (TYP.)
REMOVE EXISTING
PAVEMENT (TYP.)
TYPICAL SECTION
HOWELL STREET - 2 LANE ROAD WITH ON STREET PARKING
(STA. HSE 13+50 TO STA. HSE 17+50)
ITIS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, ARCHITECT, B T om . "
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, OR LAND SURVEYOR, TO ALTER AN ITEM IN ANY WAY. IF AN ITEM BEARING THE STAMP OF A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL IS ALTERED, Permit-Seal Consultants Client/Project Title
FOLLOWED B THER SIGHATURE 1 DATE OF SUCH ALTERATION, AND A SPRCIFIC DESCRITION OF THE ALTERATION, - - NOTATON ALTERED B CITY OF ROCHESTER
— ' —— Stantec PR R
INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
[ - ) ) P.I.N. 4940.177 DO17599
61 Commercial St, Suite 100
- —_— Rochester, NY 14614 PI’O]SCT No. Scale
_— U stantec.
www.stantec.com ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 192500295 N.T.S
Liiﬁi’g',";i'f;‘nl‘il‘ ;(eg%;?fn?fhﬁi?iiir:gﬂosigiréfzj}?irZ(e)\tyc.me e Drawing No. Sheet Revision
The Copyrights o all designs and drawings are fhe properly of Stanfec. Reproduction File Name: 1403
Revision By Appd.  YY.MM.DD Issued By Appd.  YY.MM.DD or use for any purpose other than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden. Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn.  YY.MM.DD TS_]O XXX of XXX O

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




9:48:18 AM

:\ 192500295\ Transportation\Preliminary\Drawing\Plan Set\TS\TS-11.dgn

VARIES 24'-0" TO 26'-0" INNER LOOP OFF RAMP

i 3-0"

VARIES 24'-0" TO 26'-0" INNER LOOP ON RAMP

VARIES 21-0" TO 23'-0" 3-0" | VARIES 21-0" TO 23'-0"
| |
VARIES 6'-0" | VARIES 15-0" TO 17°-0" ! 30" 14'-0" & VARIES 3-0" | VARIES 15'-0" T0 17'-Q" | 6'-0" VARIES
PROPOSED GREEN SPACE|  SHOULDER SB OFF RAMP $HOULDER MEDIAN suouwm‘ SB OFF RAMP SHOULDER PROPOSED GREEN SPACE
i i
! !
| |
i i INNER LOOP ON RAMP H.C.L.
INNER LOOP OFF RAP H.C.L.—__| -
i i
i i
——
_VARIES _ V4" /FT & VARIES

ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.)

ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED
POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING,
6" DIA. (TYP.)

ITIS 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.

Revision

2

Appd.  YY.MM.DD

=

Issued

Appd.

YY.MM.DD

:V 4" (TYP.)

Ya"/FT & VARIES
A/ o VARTES

ITEM 609.0252, GRANITE CURB, TYPE II

ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)

ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")

ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")

ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)

ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION

ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT

TYPICAL SECTION

INNER LOOP ON-RAMP AND OFF-RAMP
(STA. SB 10+00 TO STA. SB 17+00)
(STA. NB 10+00 TO STA. NB 16+35)

Permit-Seal Consultants

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

ITEM 610.1601, TURF
ESTABLISHMENT -

ROADSIDE (TYP.)

ITEM 610.1402,
TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)

Client/Project

CITY OF ROCHESTER

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.LN. 4940.17 DO17599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

File Name: 14.03

Dwn. Chkd. Dsgn. YY.MM.DD

Title
TYPICAL SECTION
Project No. Scale
192500295 N.T.S
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
1S-11 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ




Design File: U:\ 192500295\ Transportation\ Prefiminary\Drawing\Plan Sef\TS\Ts-12.dgn

9:48:19 AM

ITIS 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.

WEST R.O.W.

R.O.M. VARIES
PROPOSED 20’-0" PAVEMENT
VARIES |
/_ VARIES 8'-Q" ; 12'-0" 5'-0" VARIES
SIDEWALK PARKING LANE | SOUTHBOUND TRAVEL LANE PROPOSED DEVELOPABLE SPACE
\ | PITKIN STREET | EXISTING i INNER
! RETAINING LOOP
1 WALL
|
i
i
i
|
H.C.L. ;
\j
1
Ve /FT ‘ VARIES
——— 4, " (TYP.)
ﬁﬁ f 7 Ve sFT §ﬁ-‘
._ ———————— —= - r —_—T\_’ \
/177 IS
\ N
ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE A \ k\ |
SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.) /4 N
RONCRETE RETAIN LN LITEM 610.1601, TURF
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE () CONCRETE RETAINING LY .1601,
COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP) WALL TO 4'-0" N ESTABLISHMENT -
BELOW PROPOSED N 1 ROADSIDE (TYP.)
GRADE L N \—17eM 610.1402,
ITEM 605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED N TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)
POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN TUBING, |\
6" DIA. (TYP. ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, N
TYPE 1 (TYP.) | N <
D]
ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT) |
ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5") ‘I WEST R.OM.
ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2") | . s g0
ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (3") | 1TEM 610.1601, TURF ESTABLISHMENT - ROADSIDE (TYP.) ! SIDEVALK ! TREE LA PARKING LANE
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES) |
L
ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION -
_ ] ITEM 610.1402, TOPSOIL - ROADSIDE (TYP.)
ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAYMENT LIMIT T/_ e
/
| 7 /
L L
R VAN Wt (TYP)
S e s— A
EXISTING GRADE ‘ ~*
ITEM 608.0101, CONCRETE SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS (5") (TYP.) '///
TYPICAL SECTION ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (6") (TYP.)

Permit-Seal

Revision

YY.MM.DD YY.MM.DD

2

Appd.

=

Issued Appd.

PITKIN STREET
(STA. PS 10+00 TO STA. PS 16+50)

Consultants

ITEM

ITEM 609.0251, GRANITE CURB, TYPE 1 (TYP.)

605.1502, PERFORATED CORRUGATED POLYETHYLENE

UNDERDRAIN TUBING, 6" DIA. (TYP.)

@ Stantec

61 Commercial $t, Suite 100
Rochester, NY 14614
www.stantec.com

The Contractor shall verify and be responsible for all dimensions. DO NOT scale the
drawing - any errors or omissions shall be reported to Stantec without delay.

The Copyrights to all designs and drawings are the property of Stantec. Reproduction
or use for any purpose ofher than that authorized by Stantec is forbidden.

ITEM 407.0102, DILUTED TACK COAT (APPLY BETWEEN EA. LIFT)
ITEM 402.096202, 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (1.5")
ITEM 402.196902, 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (2")
ITEM 402.376902, 37.5 F3 BASE COURSE HMA, 60 SERIES COMPACTION (6") (2-3" LIFTS)
ITEM 304.12, SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 (12") (2-6" COURSES)

ITEM 207.21, GEOTEXTILE
ITEM 203.02, UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL PAY

SEPARATION
MENT LIMIT

TYPICAL SECTION - RECESSED PARKING

UNION STREET - 2 LANE ROAD WITH BICYCLE LANES
(STA. USS 10+50 TO STA. USS 15+50)

Client/Project

CITY OF ROCHESTER

INNER LOOP EAST TRANSFORMATION PROJECT
S. CLINTON AVENUE TO EAST MAIN STREET
P.IN. 4940.17 D017599

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK

14.03
YY.MM.DD

File Name:

Dwn.  Chkd.  Dsgn.

MATCH TO EDGE OF TRAVEL LANE

Title
TYPICAL SECTION
Project No. Scale
192500295 N.T.S
Drawing No. Sheet Revision
1S-12 XXX of XXX 0

ORIGINAL SHEET - ANSI D HORIZ







APPENDIX B

Project Costs






PROJECT:

Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project
Alternative 1- Construction Costs
PIN 4940.T7

JANUARY 2013

Page 1 of 5

ITEM # DESCRIPTION QUANTITY PAY UNIT  UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
203.02 UNCLASSIFIED EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL 40000 CYy $18.00 $720,000.00
203.03 EMBANKMENT IN PLACE 120000 Cy $20.00 $2,400,000.00
203.07 SELECT GRANULAR BACKFILL 3150 CYy $45.00 $141,750.00
204.01 CONTROLLED LOW STRENGTH MATERIAL (CLSM) 615 CYy $125.00 $76,875.00
206.02 TRENCH AND CULVERT EXCAVATION 2100 CYy $20.00 $42,000.00
206.03 CONDUIT EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL INCL. RESTORATION 17995 LF $10.00 $179,950.00
206.04 TRENCH AND CULVERT EXCAVATION - O.G. 5125 Cy $20.00 $102,500.00
206.XX TRENCH AND CULVERT ROCK EXCAVATION 2130 Cy $200.00 $426,000.00
207.21 GEOTEXTILE SEPARATION 42320 SY $2.00 $84,640.00
304.12 SUBBASE COURSE, TYPE 2 17938 CYy $40.00 $717,520.00
402.098202 9.5 F2 TOP COURSE HMA, 80 SERIES COMPACTION 4181 TON $110.00 $459,910.00
402.098212 PLANT PRODUCTION QUALITY ADJUSTMENT TO 402.098202 209 QuU $70.00 $14,633.50
402.198902 19 F9 BINDER COURSE HMA, 80 SERIES COMPACTION 4950 TON $105.00 $519,750.00
402.198912 PLANT PRODUCTION QUALITY ADJUSTMENT TO 402.198902 248 QuU $70.00 $17,325.00
402.378902 37.5 F9 BASE COURSE HMA, 80 SERIES COMPACTION 14850 TON $100.00 $1,485,000.00
402.378912 PLANT PRODUCTION QUALITY ADJUSTMENT TO 402.378902 743 QuU $70.00 $51,975.00
407.0102 DILUTED TACK COAT 8540 GAL $7.00 $59,780.00
490.30 MISC. COLD MILLING 3200 SY $10.00 $32,000.00
520.50140008 SAW CUTTING, ASPHALT PAVEMENT, ASPHALT SURFACE 900 LF $6.00 $5,400.00

COURSE, CONCRETE PAVEMENT OR ASPHALT OVERLAY ON
CONCRETE PAVEMENT
500.XX STRUCTURE REMOVAL - EAST AVENUE BRIDGE 1 LS $326,000.00 $326,000.00
500.XX STRUCTURE REMOVAL - BROAD STREET BRIDGE 1 LS $423,000.00 $423,000.00
500.XX STRUCTURE REMOVAL - MONROE AVENUE BRIDGE 1 LS $297,000.00 $297,000.00
580.01 REMOVAL OF STRUCTURAL CONCRETE 1650 CcYy $800.00 $1,320,000.00
587.02 BRIDGE RAILING REMOVAL AND STORAGE 8800 LF $40.00 $352,000.00
603.6211 REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE CLASS V, 48 INCH DIAMETER 1200 LF $450.00 $540,000.00
603.6212 REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE CLASS V, 54 INCH DIAMETER 537 LF $500.00 $268,500.00
603.98100804 POLYVINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) SEWER PIPE & FITTINGS 8" 3500 LF $40.00 $140,000.00
DIAMETER
603.98101204 POLYVINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) SEWER PIPE & FITTINGS 12" 170 LF $80.00 $13,600.00
DIAMETER
603.98101804 POLYVINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) SEWER PIPE & FITTINGS 18" 560 LF $100.00 $56,000.00

DIAMETER
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Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project
Alternative 1- Construction Costs
PIN 4940.T7
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ITEM # DESCRIPTION QUANTITY PAY UNIT  UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

603.98102404 POLYVINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) SEWER PIPE & FITTINGS 24" 206 LF $200.00 $41,200.00
DIAMETER

604.40720006 PRECAST SANITARY SEWER MANHOME (72 INCH DIAM.) 50 LF $1,000.00 $50,000.00

604.070402 ALTERING DRAINAGE STRUCTURES, LEACHING BASINS AND 60 EA $700.00 $42,000.00
MANHOLES

604.500401 SPECIAL DRAINAGE STRUCTURE 700 LF $250.00 $175,000.00

604.500402 SPECIAL DRAINAGE STRUCTURE (JUNCTION CHAMBER) 115 LF $1,200.00 $138,000.00

605.0901 UNDERDRAIN FILTER TYPE 1 2100 CYy $35.00 $73,500.00

605.1502 PERFORATED CORRUGATED POLYETHYLENE UNDERDRAIN 25000 LF $7.50 $187,500.00
TUBING, 6 INCH DIAMETER

606.73 REMOVING AND DISPOING OF BOX BEAM GUIDERAIL 8800 LF $3.50 $30,800.00

608.0101 CONCRETE SIDEWALKS AND DRIVEWAYS 2030 CYy $380.00 $771,400.00

608. XXXXX COLORED AND IMPRINTED ASPHALT (CYCLE TRACK) 820 TON $180.00 $147,600.00

608.020102 HOT MIX ASPHALT (HMA) SIDEWALKS, DRIVEWAYS AND 200 TON $150.00 $30,000.00
BICYCLE PATHS, AND VEGETATION CONTROL STRIPS

608.21 EMBEDDED DETECTABLE WARNING UNITS 110 SY $300.00 $33,000.00

609.0251 GRANITE CURB (AS DETAILED) - TYPE | 24220 LF $30.00 $726,600.00

610.1101 MULCH FOR PLANTING TYPE A, B & D - WOOD CHIPS AND 225 Cy $50.00 $11,250.00
SHREDDED BARK

610.1403 TOPSOIL - LAWNS 5876 CY $45.00 $264,420.00

610.1602 TURF ESTABLISHMENT - LAWNS 52900 SY $1.50 $79,350.00

611.0151 PLANTING - MINOR DECIDUOUS TREES - 2 INCH CALIPER BALL & 360 EA $350.00 $126,000.00
BURLAP, FIELD POTTED OR FIELD BOXE

615. XXXXXX MISC. LANDSCAPING APPURTENANCES 1 LS $200,000.00 $200,000.00

644 XXXXXX OVERHEAD SIGN STRUCTURE (INCLUDES PANELS) 1 EA $200,000.00 $200,000.00

645.5102 GROUND-MOUNTED SIGN PANELS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 30 1000 SF $25.00 $25,000.00
SF WITH Z-BARS

645.81 TYPE A SIGN POSTS 100 EA $100.00 $10,000.00

645.85 POLE MOUNTED SIGN SUPPORT SYSTEM (BAND MOUNTED) 150 EA $100.00 $15,000.00

647.61 REMOVAL OF SIGNS - SIZE A (0 - 10 SQUARE FEET)REM AND 300 EA $25.00 $7,500.00
DISPOSE GROUND MOUNTED TYPE A SIGN SUPPORT(S), FDNS
AND ANY ATTACHED SIGNS - SIZE | (UNDER 30 SQUARE FEET)

655.1103 WELDED FRAME AND RETICULINE GRATE 3 140 EA $550.00 $77,000.00

655.1202 MANHOLE FRAME AND COVER 60 EA $750.00 $45,000.00

663.0112 DUCTILE IRON CEMENT LINED WATER PIPE, 12" 575 LF $160.00 $92,000.00

663.0124 DUCTILE IRON CEMENT LINED WATER PIPE, 24" 300 LF $320.00 $96,000.00

663.0408 PLASTIC WATER PIPE, 8" 2640 LF $140.00 $369,600.00
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663.0412 PLASTIC WATER PIPE, 12" 750 LF $160.00 $120,000.00
663.1008 RESILIENT WEDGE VALVE & VALVE BOX, 8" 12 EA $1,500.00 $18,000.00
663.1012 RESILIENT WEDGE VALVE & VALVE BOX, 12" 2 EA $2,000.00 $4,000.00
663.1124 BUTTERFLY VALVE & VALVE BOX, 24" 1 EA $20,000.00 $20,000.00
663.1136 BUTTERFLY VALVE & VALVE BOX, 36" 2 EA $30,000.00 $60,000.00
663.13XX HYDRANT 10 EA $3,000.00 $30,000.00
663.33 ADJUST EXISTING VALVE BOX ELEVATION 100 EA $250.00 $25,000.00
670.0104 FOUNDATION FOR LIGHT STANDARDS, 4 FEET LONG 100 EA $1,000.00 $100,000.00
670.2602 RIGID PLASTIC CONDUIT, 2" 3000 LF $3.00 $9,000.00
670.xX NEW LIGHTPOLE AND LUMINAIRE 100 EA $2,000.00 $200,000.00
670.300101MO INSTALL LIGHTING PULLBOX FRAME AND COVER (CITY OF 100 EA $125.00 $12,500.00

ROCHESTER) - 2' X 2' SQUARE
670.7005 SINGLE CONDUCTOR CABLE, NUMBER 8 GAUGE 25000 LF $3.00 $75,000.00
670.7501 GROUND WIRE NO. 6 AWG 12000 LF $2.50 $30,000.00
670.81 REMOVE AND DISPOSE OF LAMPPOST ASSEMBLY 295 EA $175.00 $51,625.00
670.82 REMOVE LAMPPOST FOUNDATION 295 EA $185.00 $54,575.00
680.10020001 POWDER COATING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE - MAST ARM 17 EA $1,750.00 $29,750.00
680.5001 POLE EXCAVATION AND CONCRETE FOUNDATION 86 Cy $900.00 $77,400.00
680.5002 CONCRETE BASE FOR CONTROLLER CABINET 5 EA $1,600.00 $8,000.00
680.510301 PULLBOX-CIRCULAR, 24 INCH DIAMETER, REINFORCED 28 EA $1,100.00 $30,800.00

CONCRETE
680.510401 PULLBOX-CIRCULAR, 30 INCH DIAMETER, REINFORCED 28 EA $1,250.00 $35,000.00

CONCRETE
680.520106 CONDUIT, METAL STEEL, ZINC COATED, 2" 870 LF $10.50 $9,135.00
680.520108 CONDUIT, METAL STEEL, ZINC COATED, 3" 8290 LF $15.00 $124,350.00
680.520110 CONDUIT, METAL STEEL, ZINC COATED, 4" 20 LF $25.00 $500.00
680.521603MO CONDUIT, PVC SCHEDULE 80, 1" DIAMETER 670 LF $6.50 $4,355.00
680.521610MO CONDUIT, PVC SCHEDULE 80, 4" DIAMETER 20480 LF $8.50 $174,080.00
680.54 INDUCTANCE LOOP INSTALLATION 6840 LF $9.75 $66,690.00
680.71 SHIELDED LEAD-IN CABLE 12450 LF $1.75 $21,787.50
680.72 INDUCTANCE LOOP WIRE 16580 LF $0.65 $10,777.00
680.730208 SIGNAL CABLE, 2 CONDUCTORS, 08 AWG 400 LF $4.75 $1,900.00
680.730714 SIGNAL CABLE 7 CONDUCTORS, 14 AWG 5330 LF $4.50 $23,985.00
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680.730914 SIGNAL CABLE 9 CONDUCTORS, 14 AWG 3140 LF $5.25 $16,485.00
680.79000001 REMOVE TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQIPMENT 4 LS $10,000.00 $40,000.00
680.802708MO INSTALL ACTUATED 8 PHASE GROUND MOUNTED TRAFFIC 4 EA $2,000.00 $8,000.00

SIGNAL CABINET AND EQUIP. (FURNISHED BY COUNTY)
680.809908MO ACTUATED 8 PHASE GROUND MOUNTED TRAFFIC SIGNAL 4 EA $5,000.00 $20,000.00
CABINET AND EQUIP. (PURCHASED FROM COUNTY)
680.810121MO TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODULE - 12" DIA., RED BALL, LED 34 EA $90.00 $3,060.00
680.810123MO TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODULE - 12" DIA., YELLOW BALL, LED 34 EA $115.00 $3,910.00
680.810125M0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODULE - 12" DIA., GREEN BALL, LED 34 EA $125.00 $4,250.00
680.810128MO TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODULE - 12" DIA., BIMODAL YELLOW/GREEN 8 EA $175.00 $1,400.00
ARROW, LED
680.810308 INSTALL BALL/ ARROW LED TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODULE 110 EA $60.00 $6,600.00
680.810601 TRAFFIC SIGNAL SECTION - POLYCARBONATE, TYPE I, 12 INCH 110 EA $225.00 $24,750.00
680.8111 TRAFFIC SIGNAL BRACKET ASSEMBLY - 1 WAY 34 EA $275.00 $9,350.00
680.81310009 ACCESSIBLE PEDESTRIAN PUSH BUTTON STATION 34 EA $500.00 $17,000.00
680.813104 INSTALL LED PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL MODULE 40 EA $60.00 $2,400.00
680.813109 PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL SECTION - POLYCARBONATE, TYPE | - FOR 40 EA $375.00 $15,000.00
16 INCH BY 18 INCH LED MODULE
680.8141 PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL BRACKET MOUNT ASSEMBLY 23 EA $200.00 $4,600.00
680.820030MO TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE MAST ARM COMBINATION ANCHOR BASE 16 EA $4,250.00 $68,000.00
(309
680.8205 OVERHEAD SIGN ASSEMBLY, TYPE E 29 EA $600.00 $17,400.00
680.821618MO 16"X18" PED. SIGNAL - PERSON (FULL) HAND (FULL) 2 DIGIT 34 EA $350.00 $11,900.00
COUNTDOWN TIMER MODULE - TYPE A UNITS
680.8225 PEDESTRIAN PUSHBUTTON AND SIGN - WITHOUT POST 6 EA $225.00 $1,350.00
680.854000MO TRAFFIC SIGNAL MAST ARM, 40 FEET ARM LENGTH 18 EA $3,000.00 $54,000.00
680.995101MO FIBER-OPTIC CABLE (PURCHASED FROM COUNTY) 5120 LF $3.50 $17,920.00
680.996101MO INSTALL FIBER-OPTIC CABLE (FURNISHED) 5120 LF $5.00 $25,600.00
683. XXXXXX CCTV CAMERA 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
683. XXXXXX CCTV EQUIPMENT AT INTERSECTION 2 EA $3,000.00 $6,000.00
685.11 WHITE EPOXY REFLECTORIZED PAVEMENT STRIPES - 20 MILS 24000 LF $0.75 $18,000.00
685.12 YELLOW EPOXY REFLECTORIZED PAVEMENT STRIPES - 20 MILS 19000 LF $0.75 $14,250.00
688.01 WHITE PREFORMED REFLECTORIZED PAVEMENT STRIPES 4200 LF $2.00 $8,400.00
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PROJECT: Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project JANUARY 2013
Alternative 1- Construction Costs
PIN 4940.T7
ITEM # DESCRIPTION QUANTITY PAY UNIT  UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

SUBTOTAL (2015 Dollars)
MPT (6%), Survey Operations(4%), Mobilization (4%)

Contingency

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (2014)

$17,195,663.00
LS $2,407,393.80

$2,462,682.70

$22,065,739.50
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NEPA ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST

(Revised 12-29-03)

Date: December 2013
PIN: 4940.T7
Project Description: Inner Loop East Reconstruction

Answer the following questions by checking YES or NO.

I. THRESHOLD QUESTION

- OR-

-OR-

1. Does the project involve unusual circumstances
as described in 23 CFR ' 771.117(b)? YES[_ ] NO[X

[ ]1f YES, the project does not qualify as a Categorical Exclusion and an EA or EIS is required.
You may STOP COMPLETING THE CHECKLIST.

X If NO, continue...
AUTOMATIC CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION

2. Is the project an action listed as an Automatic
Categorical Exclusion in 23 CFR ' 771.117(c)
(C List) and/or is the project an element-specific
project classified by FHWA as a Categorical
Exclusion on July 22, 19967? YES[_] NO[X

[ ] If YES to question 2, the project qualifies for a C List Categorical Exclusion, “Automatic
Categorical Exclusion”. You may STOP COMPLETING THE CHECKLIST. The checklist should
be included in the appendix of the Final Design Report (or Project Scoping Report/Final Design
Report). The CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION memo is to be sent to the
appropriate Main Office Design liaison unit with a copy of the Final Design Report (or Project
Scoping Report/Final Design Report). A copy of the CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION
DETERMINATION memo must also be sent to the Office of Budget and Finance, Project and
Letting Management, and others (see sample DETERMINATION memo attached).

(Note - Even if YES to question 2, there may be specific environmental issues that still require an action such as an EO
11990 Wetland Finding or a determination of effect on cultural resources. The project is still an Automatic Categorical
Exclusion but the necessary action must be taken, such as obtaining FHWA's signature on the wetland finding. Refer to
the appropriate section of the Environmental Procedures Manual for guidance.)

X If NO to question 2 above, continue below...
PROGRAMMATIC CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION
3. Is the project on new location or does it

involve a change in the functional classification
or added mainline capacity (add through-traffic lanes)? YESX] NO[ ]
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10.

11.

12.

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

If the project is located within the limits of a
designated sole source aquifer area or the
associated stream flow source area, is the
drainage pattern altered?

Does the project involve changes in travel
patterns?

Does the project involve the acquisition of
more than minor amounts of temporary or
permanent right-of-way (a minor amount of
right-of-way is defined as not more than

10 percent of a parcel for parcels under

4 ha (10 acres) in size, 0.4 ha (1 acre) of

a parcel 4 ha to 40.5 ha (10 to 100 acres) in
size and 1 percent of a parcel for parcels
greater than 40.5 ha (100 acres) in size?

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

Does the project involve commercial or
residential displacement?

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

Does the project require an ACOE Nationwide
Permit #23 — Approved Categorical
Exclusion?*

Does the project require any work in wetlands
requiring an “Individual” Executive Order 11990
Wetland Finding?*
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YES[X]

YES[ ]

YES[X

YES[ ]

YES[ ]

YES[ ]

YES[X

YES[ ]

YES[ ]

NO[_]

NOX]

NO[_]

NOX]

NO[{]

NOX]

NO[ ]

NO[{]

NO[X]



* Corrections as per memo dated 8/22/96, from M. Sengenberger & M. lvey to Reg. Environmental Contacts

13.  Has it been determined that the project will
significantly encroach upon a flood plain
based on preliminary hydraulic analysis and
consideration of EO 11988 criteria as
appropriate? YES[_ ] NO[X

14. Does the project involve construction in,
across or adjacent to a river designated as
a component proposed for or included in
the National System of Wild and Scenic Rivers? YES[ ] NOIX]

15. Does the project involve any change in
access control? YESX] NO[ ]

16. Does the project involve any known hazardous
materials sites or previous land uses with
potential for hazardous material remains
within the right-of-way? YES[ | NO[X

17.  Does the project occur in an area where there
are Federally listed endangered or threatened
species or critical habitat? YES[ | NOIX

18. Is the project, pursuant to EPM Chapter 1A and
Table 2 and Table 3 of 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93,
non-exempt or does it exceed any ambient air
quality standard? YES[ ] NOIX]

19. Does the project lack consistency with the
New York State Coastal Zone Management Plan
and policies of the Department of State,
Office of Coastal Zone Management? YES[_] NO[X]

20. Does the project impact or acquire any Prime
or Unique Farmland as defined in 7 CFR Part 657
of the Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act and
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are there outstanding compliance activities
necessary? (Note: Interpret compliance activity
to mean completion of Form AD 1006.) YES[ | NO[X]

[ ] If NO for questions, 3-20, go on to answer question 21...
-OR-

DX If YES to any question 3-20, project will not qualify as a Programmatic Categorical Exclusion.
Answer questions 21 and 22 for documentation only and go on to question 23...

21. Does the project involve the use of a
temporary road, detour or ramp closure? YESX] NO[ ]

[ ] If NO to questions 3-20 and NO to question 21, the project qualifies as a Programmatic
Categorical Exclusion. You may STOP COMPLETING THE CHECKLIST. The checklist should
be included in the appendix of the Final Design Report (or Scope Summary Memorandum/Final
Design Report). The CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION memo is to be sent to
the appropriate Main Office Design liaison unit with a copy of the Final Design Report (or Scope
Summary Memorandum/Final Design Report). A copy of the Categorical Exclusion memo must
also be sent to the Office of Budget and Finance, Project and Letting Management, and others.
-OR-

[ ] If YES to question 21, preparer should complete question 22 (i-v). If questions 3-20 are NO
and 21 is YES, the project will still qualify as a Programmatic Categorical Exclusion if questions
22 (i-v) are YES.

22.  Since the project involves the use of temporary
road, detour or ramp closure, will all of the
following conditions be met:

I. Provisions will be made for pedestrian
access, where warranted, and access by
local traffic and so posted. YES[X] NO[_]

ii. Through-traffic dependent business will
not be adversely affected. YES[X] NO[_]

iii. The detour or ramp closure, to the extent
possible, will not interfere with any
local special event or festival. YES[X] NO[_]

iv. The temporary road, detour or ramp closure
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-OR-

does not substantially change the

environmental consequences of the action. YES[X] NO[_]
V. There is no substantial controversy

associated with the temporary road,

detour or ramp closure. YES[X] NO[ ]

[ ] If questions 3-20 are NO, 21 is YES and 22 (i-v) are YES, the project qualifies for a
Programmatic Categorical Exclusion. You may STOP COMPLETING THE CHECKLIST. The

checklist should be included in the appendix of the Final Design Report (or Scope Summary
Memorandum/Final Design Report). The CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION
memo should be sent to the appropriate Main Office Design liaison unit with a copy of the Final
Design Report (or Scope Summary Memorandum/Final Design Report.) A copy of the
CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION memo must also be sent to the Office of
Budget and Finance, Project and Letting Management, and others.

[ ] If questions 3-20 are NO or effect is clarified, 21 is YES and any part of 22 is NO, go on to
question 23.

23. Is the project section listed in 23 CFR
' 771.117(d) (D List) or is the project
an action similar to those listed in
23 CFR' 771.117(d)? YESX] NO[ ]

For those questions which precluded a Programmatic Categorical Exclusion, documentation should be
provided for any YES response to questions 3-20 or for a NO response to any part of questions 22 (i-v).
This documentation, as well as the checklist, should be included in the Design Approval Document, i.e.,
Final Design Report, etc., to be submitted to the Main Office/FHWA Design liaison unit for submission to
the FHWA Division for classification of the project as a D List Categorical Exclusion, “Categorical
Exclusion with Documentation”.
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Question 3: Is the project on new location or does it involve a change in the functional
classification or added mainline capacity (add through-traffic lanes)?

Documentation: The removal of the Inner Loop Expressway (Principal Arterial —
Expressway — NHS) will occur as part of the project improvements. Access through the
corridor will be maintained via the combined infrastructure of Howell Street (Minor Urban
Arterial - Non NHS) and Union Street (Minor Urban Arterial - Non NHS). Howell Street
(Minor Urban Arterial) will be realigned however; the realignment will occur within the
existing ROW over the location of the former expressway corridor.

Question 4: Is this a Type | project under 23 CFR 772, "Procedures for Abatement of Highway
Traffic Noise and Construction™?

Documentation: A Noise Analysis was performed to determine the effect of the proposed
design alternative on transportation related noise impacts within the study area of the
reconstruction project. The methods used in this analysis are in accordance with the
provisions and procedures of the policies stated in the federal noise regulations (23 CFR
772), and NYSDOT’s The Environmental Manual (TEM). For the impacted areas, all
noise abatement measures listed in 23 CFR Part 772.13(c) were examined and evaluated
for reducing the dBA level. Inall instances, the noise abatement measures were considered
physically infeasible, economically unreasonable, or undesirable to the affected residents.
Therefore, no noise abatement measures are recommended for this corridor

With respect to an overall comparison between the No-Build and Build alternatives, the
variation in the results ranged from 0-2 dBA for all receivers and 0-1 dBA for the five
impacted receivers. Since 3 dBA is generally considered the minimum decibel difference
noticeable to the human ear, the differences in noise levels between the No-Build and Build
alternatives for the analyzed areas are essentially negligible and primarily imperceptible to
the human ear. Therefore, consideration of the noise level differences between the No-
Build and Build alternatives to favor one alternative over another is not recommended.

Question 6: Does the project involve changes in travel patterns?

Documentation: This project will alter travel patterns through the Inner Loop corridor. The
Inner Loop Expressway will be removed and the combined Howell Street and Union Street
facilities will be upgraded from frontage roads to form continuous, two-way arterial urban
streets. Traffic that currently uses the Inner Loop will use the new Howell and Union Street
arterials. A detailed traffic analysis has been performed resulting in no significant impacts
to surrounding facilities.

Question 10: If Section 106 applies, does FHWA'’s determination indicate an opinion of adverse
effect?

Documentation: The New York State Department of Transportation applied the criteria of
adverse effect (36 CFR 800.S(a)(1)) to historic properties within the area of potential
effects (APE) for the proposed undertaking. NYSDOT concluded that the project would
have No Adverse Effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 800.S(b). Based
on review of the Finding Documentation and Phase Il report prepared for this project, the
SHPO disagreed with the NYSDOT's assessment of the project's effects and provided a
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letter proposing an Adverse Effect finding based on the extent of archaeological
excavations at the Amos Burrows Site, a property determined eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. The SHPO concurred with the recommendation that no further
archaeological excavation is warranted for the site (see attached letter dated February 26,
2014). As described above, an MOA has been signed by all parties to mitigate this
Adverse Effect.

Question 15: Does the project involve any change in access control?

Documentation: The new corridor will no longer have full access control as it will be
reconstructed as arterial urban streets.
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project and Setting

Instructions for Completing Part 1

Part L is to be completed by the applicant or projeet sponsor. Responses become part of the application [or approval or funding.,
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verilication

Complete Part 1 based on information currently available. If additional rescarch or investigation would be needed to fully respond to
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist,
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary (o
update or fully develop that information

Applicants/sponsors must complete all tems in Sections A & B, In Sections C, D & 5, most items contain an inttial question that
must be answered either “Yes™ or “No™. I the answer to the imtial question 1s “Yes”, complete the sub-questions that follow. 1f the
answer to the imtial question 1s “Nao”, proceed to the next question. Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any
addittonal information. Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contamed n
Part Tis accurate and complete

A. Project and Sponsor Information.

Name of Action or Project
Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project

Project Location (deseribe, and attach a general location map)

Inner Loop from East Main Street to South Clinton Avenue, Rochester, New York

Brict Deseription of Proposed Action (include purpose or need)

See Attachment #1

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone:
City of Rochester, City Hail E-Mail:
Address 30 Church Street
Ciy/PO: gochester State: New York Z1p Code: 14614
Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone: gg5_408.6828
Mr. J Mclintosh, P.E., Ci -Mail-
r. vames Hicintos E., City Engineer E-Mail: Jim McIntosh@cityofrochester.gov
Address:
30 Church Street
City/PO: State: Zip Code
Rochester New York 14614
Property Owner (if not sume as sponsor) Telephone
State of New York E-Mail:
Address
Ciy/PO State: Zip Code
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B. Government Approvals

B. Government Approvals Funding, or Sponsorship. (“l'unding” mcludes grants, loans, tax reliel, and any other forms ol financial

assistance )

Government Entity If Yes: ldentify Agency and Approval(s) Application Date
Required (Actual or projected)
a. City Council, Town Board, IYesCINo Funding Land Transfers Pending
or Village Board of Trustees Official Map Amendment and acquisitions.
b. City, Town or Village BYesCINo | subdivision Approval Pending
Planning Board or Commission
¢. City Council, Town or COYesiZINo
Village Zoning Board of Appeals
d. Other local agencies KIYesCINo | see Attachment #2 Pending
¢. County agencies IYes[ONo  |Monroe County Department of Transporialion - [Pending
Traffic signal coordination
I" Regional agencies CIYesiZINo
2. State :lgcncics MIYes[INo NYSDOT - Design Approval, Land Transfer Pending
NYSDEC - SWPPP and Fill Materiat Approval
h. Federal agencies MIYes[No FHWA - Funding, project review Pending

1. Coastal Resources.

i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? [CJYesb/INo
I Yes,
ii. s the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitahization Program? 3 Yesb/INo
iii. 1s the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Arca? 3 YesbZINo
C. Planning and Zoning
C.1. Planning and zoning actions.
Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law ordinance, rule or regulation be the 3 YesbZINo
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?
o If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.
e If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part |
C.2. Adopted land use plans.
a. Do any mumerpally- adopted (city town village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the «ite YesCINo
where the proposed action would be located?
If Yes, does the comprehensn e plan mclude specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action BAYesCINo
would be located”
b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example  Greenway CIYeshZINo
Brownficld Opportunity Arca (BOA). designated State or I ederal heritage arca watershed management plan
or other?)
If Yes. identify the plan(s)
¢. ls the proposed action located wholly or partially within an arca hsted i an adopted municipal open space plan.  [JYesBZINo

or an adopted mumcipal farmland protection plan?
If Yes. identify the plan(s)
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C.3. Zoning

C 4. Existing community services.

D. Project ctails

D.1. Proposec a « Potential Development

& What 1s the senceral nature of the proposed action (¢ g residential industrial commereial, recreational, if mixed clude all
components)? Re onstruction of the existing h ghway infrastructure and mixed use development

24.6 acres

b o lotal acreage of the site of the proposed action?
24.6 acres

b lotal acreage to be physically disturbed?

¢ lotal acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned 60% City
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? 40% State acres
¢ Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use” O YesiZI No
1 1 Yes what 1s the approximate percentage of the proposed expanston and identify the units (c.g , acres miles housmg umts
square feet)? %o Units
d Is the proposed action a subdi ision, or doces it include a subdivision? kYes CINo
If Yes,

1. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial commercial. 1f mixed, specify types)
Abandonment of the highway boundaries for purposes of future development

ir. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? [JYes [INo
111 Number of lots proposed? TBD

n. Mimmum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum TBD Maximum TBD
¢ Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases? Yes[ONo
1 If No anucipated period of construction: months

n 1 Yes

¢ lotal number of phases anticipated TBD
Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (includig demolition) Nov month 2014 ycar

e  Anticipated completion date of final phase TBD month _ TBDvear
Generally describe connections or relationships among pl ases 1 “luding any contingencies where progress of one phase may
determine timing or duration of future phases

See Attachment #3.
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(. Does the project nclude new residential uses? Kl Yes[ONo
IT Yes, show numbers ol units proposed

One Fannly Two Fanuly Ihree Fanuly Multiple Family (four or more)

hiitial Phase 18D
Al completion

of all phases 48 NA NA 577
2. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? A YesCINo
If'Yes,

i. Total number of structures +10

ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: 2-6stories height; TBD width; and T8D length
iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: 100% square feet
h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any OYesINo

liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?

If Yes,

i. Purpose of the impoundment:
ii. T a water impoundment, the principal source of the water: L] Ground water [] Surface water streams [JOther specily:

iii. 1f other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source.

iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment. Volume: mithion gallons; surface area: acres
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure: height, length
vi. Construction method/materials  for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., carth fill, rock, wood, concrete):

D.2. Projeet Operations

a. Does the proposed action nclude any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or both?  [/]Yes[ JNo
(Not including general site preparation, grading or nstattation of utilitics or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)
If Yes:
i .What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? Rebuild the highway infrastructure
i, How much material (including rock, carth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site?
e Volume (specily tons or cubic yards): None. Excavated material to remain
e Over what duration of time? Up to 3 years.
iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.
Excavation of highway infrastructure (including pavement and sidewalks) to be reused as fill on-site.

1iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated malerials? [TYesi/INo
If ves, describe.

v. What is the total arca to be dredged or excavated? 14.3 acres
vi. What 1s the maximum arca to be worked at any one time? 143 acres
vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? 10 feet
viri. Will the excavation require blasting? [Jyesi/INo

ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan:

Approximately 120,000 cubic yards of clean fill will be brought in to bring the project site up to the needed grade. Clean fill will be transported to the
project site via the adjacent roadway network over an estimated three year period as fill material becomes available. A new Roadway network,
greenspace and developable parcels will be constructed.

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of; increase or decrease m size of;, or encroachment [JYesi/INo
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent arca?
If Yes:
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic
description):
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ii. Describe how the proposed action would alfect that waterbody or wetland, ¢ g excavation, fill, placement of structures, or
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres

There are no waterbodies or wetlands present within the project area

iii. Will proposed action cause or result i disturbance to bottom sediments?
If Yes, describe
n Wil proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation?

1t Yes

e acres ol aguatic vegetation proposed to be removed

o cnpeeted acreage of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed

e purpuse of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access)

e proposed mthod of plant remoyal
o 1f chemical/herbieide treatment will be used specily product(s)
v Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation followmng disturbance

O Yes/INo
[ YesbZINo

¢ Wil the proposed action use or create a new demand for water?

YesCNo

If Yes
1 lotal anticipated water usa e demand per day 158,522 gallons diy
ii. Will the proposed action obtam water from an existing public water supply? Yes[INo
I Yes
e Name of district or service arca: City of Rochester Water Bureau
e Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? i YesEINo
e I the project site m the existing district? & Yes[(JNo
e Is expansion of the dist et needed? O YesZINo
e Do exsstinr limes serve the project site? 1 Yes I No
iii. Will Iine extension withm an existing distriet be necessary (o supply the project”? OYes[ZINo
If Yes
e Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project
e Source(s) of supply lor the district Cit of Rochester Water Bureau
iv. Is a new water supph distriet or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site” [ YeskINo
If, Yes
o Apphcant/sponsor for new district
e Date apphcation submitted or anticipated
e Proposed source(s) of supply for new district
v. If a public water supply will not be used deseribe plans to provide water supply for the project
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity gallc ns/mu ute
d. Wil the proposed action generate hquid wastes” 8 Yes[INo

If Yes'
i. lotal anticipated hquid waste generation per day. 158 522 gallons/day

ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be gencrated (¢ g sanitary wastewater mdustrial. 1f combmation. describe all compone s and

approximate volumes or proportions of cach)
Sanitary Wastewater

iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities” [ Yes[[INo

If Yes:

e Name of wastew ater treatment plant to be used: Van Lare Sewage Treatment Plant
Name of district: Rochester District
Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project? M Yes[[INo
Is the project site in the existing district? ] Yes[INo

e [s expansion of the district needed? OYes/INo
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o Do existiny sewer lines serve the project site? M Yces[ONo
o Will line extension within an existing distriet be necessary to senve the project”? OYesKINo
If Yes
e Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project

n Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site? OYesiNo
I Yes
o Applicant/sponsor for new district
° Date apphication subntted or anticipated
What 15 the recerving water for the wastewater discharge?
v H public facilities will not be used  describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the projeet, including specilymg proposed
recenn g waler (name and classification i surface discharge, or deseribe subsurface disposal plans):
N/A

v Desceribe any plans or designs to capture recyele or reuse hiquid waste

¢ Wil the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoft, cither from new point ZYes[INo
sources (1¢ ditches pipes swales, curbs gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point
source (1¢ sheet flow) during construction or post construction?
H Yes
1 How much immpervious surface will the project ereate in relation to total size of project parcel”?
Square feetor - 246 acres (impervious surface)
Square [eet or 246 acres (parcel size)
1 Desceribe types ol new point sources.  Pavement, sidewalks, roof drain runoff to the existing City of Rochester sewer system.

i Where will the stormwater runoft be directed (1¢ on-site stormvater management facility structures ad acent properties
groundwater on-site surface water or off-site surface waters
Stormwater Sewer Inltes

e Iftosurface waters aidentify recen g water bodies or wetlands

e  Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? COYeskINo
n Does proposed plan minimize impen 1ous surfaces, use pervious matertals or collect and re-use stormwater? M YesINo
f. Does the proposed action melude, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fucl OYesfINo

combustion, waste mcmneration, or other processes or opcralions?
If Yes, identify:
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g  heavy equipment, fleet or dehvery vehicles)

ii. Stationary sources during construction (¢ g , power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers)

iii. Stationary sources during operations (¢ g process emissions large boilers, ¢lectric generation)

g. Will any air emission sources named i D 2  (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit,  [JYesiINo
or Federal Clean Air Adt Itle IV or Tutle V Permit?

If Yes:

i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainme it area? (Arca rou nelv or periodically fails to incet OYes[ONo
ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the vear)

ir. In addition to emmwsstons as calculated m the application, the project will gencrate:

° lons/vear (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (CO-)

° Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N,O)
Tons/vear (short tons) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)

° Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFg)

Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hvdroflourocarbons (11 Cs)
Tons/year (short tons) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
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h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including but not himited to, sewage treatment plants OyeINo
landtills, composting [acilities)?
Il Yes:
7. Lstimate methane gencration m tons/ycar (metric)
ii. Deseribe any methane capture, control or climination measures mcluded i projeet design (¢ g combustion to generate heat or
clectricity, {laring):

1 Will the proposed action result m the release of air pollutants from op *n air operations or processes such as OyesiINo
quarry or landfill operations?
It Yes: Deseribe operations and nature of emisstons (e.g., diesel xhaust rock particulates/dust)

1 Will the proposed action result m a substantial increase m tratlic above present levels or generate substantial 1Yes[INo

new demand for transportation facilities or services?
Il Yes:

1 When s the peak traffic expected (Chech all that apply) Mornmg M 1 vening Owecekend

1 Randomly between hours of to

1 For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-tratfer truck trips/day Unknown

11 Parking spaces Existing  Unknown Proposed ~ 1.385 Net imcrease/decrease _Unknown

n Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? OYesf/No

v. If the proposed action meludes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change m existing acceess, describe

See project description and Figure 1

vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or lacilities available within - nule of the proposed site” EYes[JNo

vii Will the proposed action include aceess to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid clectric /] Yes[ ]No
or other alternative fueled vehicles?

viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycele accommodations tor connections to existing Yes[INo
pedestrian or bicycle routes?

k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or addittional demand KYes[INo
for energy?
Il Yes:
i. Estimate annual electrieity demand during operation of the proposed action
Coordination with Rochester Gas & Electric will occur once future development uses are known

ii. Anticipated sources suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion on-site renewable, via gnd/local utihity, or
other)
Rochester Gas and Electnc
iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation” [Yesi/INo

1. Hours of operation  Answer all items which apply.

i. During Construction ii. During Operations
e Monday - I niday 7:00 am - 5:00 pm e Monday - I nday TBD
e Saturday As needed, 7:00 am - 5:00 pm ° Saturday T8D
Sunday No e Sunday 8D
e lohdays No e lolidays. TBD
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m Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction K YesOONo
operation or both?
I yes
1 Provide detals ncluding sources tume of day and duration
Construction activities dur n hours described in  revious section

1 Will propo ed action remon e existmg natural barriers that could act as a notse barrier or sereen? yesTINo
Deserib e tnn rloo 1sbelow rade sidewalls will be removed via radin

n Will the p oposed action hav e outdoor hghting? A Yes[ONo
1Eves
1 Desenib sou o(s) location(s), height of fixture(s) directton mm and proximaty to nearest oceupied structures

Existin str  tli htin fixtures will be re laced as art of the ro’ect S ecific detalls will be determined b the Cit Street Lt htin  Division

i Wall propos +d action remon e existing natural barriers that could act as a hght barrier or screen? O YesiNo
Desceribe
0. Daoes the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? O YesiINo

Il Yes describe possible sourees, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions and proximity to nearest
oceupied structures

p Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons) O YesHANo
or chemical products (185 gallons i above ground storage or an amount in underground storage)?
I Yes
t Product(s) to be stored
1 Volume(s) per umit time (c.g., month, year)
i Generally describe proposed storage [acilities

q Wil the proposed action (commerctal industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (1 ¢ . herbicides O Yes ZINo
msecticides) durmg construction or operation”?

I Yes
1. Deseribe proposed treatment(s)

ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? 0 Yes INo

r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal ] Yes [INo
of sohid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?

If Yes
1 Describe any solid waste(s) 1y be generated during construction or operation of the facility:
Construction 12,000 cubic yards tons per 3 ears (unit of time)
e  Operation TBD tons per Month (unit of time)

ir. Describe any proposa s fo 0 1-site mmmization, recy cling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as sohd v aste
e Construction Roadwa demolition debris will be reused on-site for fill.

e Operatton  TBD

iii Proposed disposal method  acilities for solid waste generated on-site:
onstruction Excavation of roadway millings.

° ()pc atton Sanitary waste o be hauled by City of Rochester to a NYSDEC approved landfill facility.
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s. Does the proposed action melude construction or modification of a solid waste management facility? [ Yes B No
I Yes:
i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recyclng or transfer station, composting, landfill, or
other disposal activities)
i Anticipated rote of disposal/processing;

. Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or
. TonsMour, if combustion or thermal treatment
i I land bl anticipated sate hife: yeurs

1. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous [ Yesi/INo
waste?

I Yes:
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility

ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents

iii. Speceify amount to be handled or generated tons/month
iv. Deseribe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents:

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing oflsite hazardous waste facility? Odyes[CIno
I Yes: provide name and location of facihity:

11" No: describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:

. Site and Setting of Proposed Action

E.1. Land uses on and surrounding the project site

a. Existing land usces.
i. Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site.
I Uban [ Industrial /] Commercial B Residential (suburban) [ Rural (non-farm)
[ Forest [ Agriculture [] Aquatic [] Other (specify):
i, If mix of uses, generally describe:
Above listed uses are intermixed in an urban development setting

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

L.and use or Current Acreage Alter Change
Covertype Acrcage Project Completion (Acres +/-)
¢ Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious
surfaces 24.6 246 0
o lorested ] 0 0
e Meadows, grgs‘slun@s or brushlands (non- o 0 0
agricultural, including abandoned agricultural)
e Agricultural 0 0 0
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.)
e  Surface water features
(lakes, ponds. streams, nivers, etce.) 0 0 0
e Wetlands (freshwater or tidal) 0 0 0
e Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill) 0 0 0
o  Other
Describe - B
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¢. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? O yeshNo
i. If Yes: explain

d. Arc there any facihities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e g., schools, hospitals, licensed K YesCINo
day care centers, or group honies) withm 1500 feet of the project site?
If Yes,
i. Identily Facilities:
World of Inquiry Schooi #58, 200 University Avenue

¢. Does the project site contain an existing dam? OvYesbINo
If Yes:
i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
e Dam height: feet
o Dam length: feet
e Surface arca: acres
e Vohune impounded: gallons OR acre-feet

i. Dam's existing hazard classilication:

iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:

£ Has the project stte ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility, O YesINo
or does the project site adjoin property which 1s now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility?
If Yes:
i. Has the facility been formally closed? O vyes[] No
o Ifyes, cite sources/documentation:

ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:

iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities:

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin O YesiINo
property which 1s now or was at one ime used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste?
If Yes:
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:

h. Potential contamination history. Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project site, or have any M Yes[] No
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site?
If Yes:
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site COYes[INo
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
M Yes — Spills Incidents database Provide DEC 1D number(s): Appendix A
K Yes — Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s): Appendix A

O Neither database

ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures:

iii. 1s the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? M YesCINo
Il yes, provide DEC ID number(s): See Preliminary Screening Report (Appendix A.)

iv. If yes 1o (1), (1) or (111) above, describe current status of site(s):
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v. Is the project site subject to an mstitutional control lumiting property uses? O vesbZINo
I ves, DEC site 1D number:

Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or casement):

Desenibe any use lmitations:

Desceribe any engmeerig controls: o S o
Will the project aftect the mstitutional or engineering controls in place? 1 Yes[INo
Explain:

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site

a. What s the average depth to bedrock on the project site? 10 +/-__ leet
b. Arc there bedrock outeroppings on the project site? CJ YeshZINo
I Yes, what proportion of the site 1s comprised of bedrock outcroppings? Yo
¢. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: Urban Land 80 %
Other 20 %
Y
d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: 10 feet
¢. Drainage status of project site sotls:iZ] Well Drained: 10 % of site
[J Moderately Well Drained: % of site
K] Poorly Drained 90 % of site
f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: 7] 0-10%: 100 % of site
[ 10-15%: Y% of site
O 15% or greater: % of site
g. Are there any unigue geologie features on the project site? O YespZINo
If Yes, describe:
h. Surface waler features.
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodics (including streams, rivers, OYesiINo
ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site? [Yesi/INo
If Yes to either 7 or i, continue. I No, skip to 2.1
iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal, Cdyes[INo
state or local agency?
iv. For each identified regulated wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information:
e  Streams: Name Classification
e Lakes or Ponds: Name Classification
e Wetlands: Name Approximale Size
e Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC)
v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired E3yes[INo
watcrbodics?
If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired:
i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway? [(dYesiINo
J- Is the project site in the 100 vear Floodplain? CJYes/INo
k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain? [IYesiZINo
L. Is the project site located over. or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquiler? CdyesiINo

If Yes:
i. Name of aquifer:
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m. Identify the predommant wildlife species that oceupy or use the project site
None

None

None _

1. Doces the project site contain a designated sigmificant natural commumity” CYesiZINo
If Yes

i. Deseribe the habitat/commumity (composition, function, and basis for designation):

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation:
iii. Extent of community/habitat:

o  Currently: aeres
e Tollowing completion of project as proposed: acres
e  Gain or loss (indicate + or -): acres
o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is histed by the federal government or NYS as [ YesfZINo

endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species”?

American Burying Beetle (Rare Animal) was listed but no fonger exists in the project vicinity. See Attachment Number 3.

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of’ OYesk/INo
spectal concern?

The American Burying Beetle appears on the NYSDEC list of rare animals. However, this species is no longer present in NYS.

q. Is the project site or adjoining arca currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing? OdYesiINo
I yes, give a briel deseription of how the proposed action may atlect that use:

E.3. Designated Publie Resources On or Near Projeet Site

a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to OYesZINo
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 3047
If Yes, provide county plus district name/number:

b. Are agnicultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? OYesk/INo
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site?
ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s):

¢. Does the project site contain all or part of; or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National CdYesiZINo
Natural Landmark?
If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark: [ Biological Community [ Geological Feature

ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent:

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state histed Critical Envirommental Arca? O Yes/INo
If Yes:
i. CEA name:
ii. Basis for designation:
iii. Designating agency and date
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¢. Doces the project site contai, or is it substantially contiguous to, a blding. archacological site. or district b1 YesTINo

which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historie Preservation for inclusion on, the

State or National Regster of Historic Places?
I Yes:

i. Nature of hustoric/archacological resource: [ Archacological Site Ciistoric Building or District

ii. Name: See Attachment #4 o
iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:

See Cultural Resources Study

I Is the project stte, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an arca designated as sensitive for M Yes[INo
archacological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archacological site inventory?

g. Have additional archacological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site? Ml Yes[INo

If Yes:

i. Describe possible resource(s): See Cultural Resources Study

i, Basis for wdentification

h. Is the project site within five miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local OYesiZINo
seenie or aesthetic resource?

If Yes:
i ldentify resource: - - )
ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,

cle):

iii. Distance between project and resource: miles.

1. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers [JYesf/INo
Program 6 NYCRR 6667
If Yes:
i. Mdentify the name of the river and its designation:
ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contamed 1 6NYCRR Part 6667 OYesiZINo

F. Additional Information
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project.

If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any
measures which you propose to avoid or miimize them.

G. Verification
I certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor Name Thomas Richards Date / 7// 23 // Q\{Xéz
/

Signature ‘//Q & L Title Mayor, City of Rochester
7
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Attachment #1

The Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project consists of the removal of an urban
expressway known as the “Inner Loop” through the SE quadrant of the City of Rochester
downtown area. The conceptual project originated in the early 1990’s and has been a
part of the City of Rochester's comprehensive plan ever since. The project will remove
excess highway infrastructure (replacing the existing 10 - 12 lane section witha 3 -5
lane section) from Clinton Street South to East Main Street and provide a “complete
Street” facility that is properly scaled to the regional and local needs. The “complete
street” design approach incorporates balanced pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle needs
throughout the project corridor. Approximately 120,000 cubic yards of clean fill will need
to be imported to bring the project site up to the needed grade. Fill material will come
from other City of Rochester project sites, as well as from other private and public
projects as needed.

The project will incorporate innovative design concepts for pedestrian and bicyclist
including a cycle track that will provide cyclists with their own designated travel way
separated from vehicular traffic. The proposed roadway would be constructed along the
existing street alignments (Union, Howell and Pitkin Streets) and reestablish the original
street grid network that provided connectivity between the adjoining neighborhoods and
downtown that existed prior to the urbanization and construction of the expressway. As a
secondary benefit, the removal of the excess highway infrastructure will provide the City
with a unique opportunity to create additional land that could be developed within the
downtown area. This potential development would be progressed in the future by the
City of Rochester to fit the vision and character of the surrounding neighborhoods.

As part of the Real Estate Market Analysis Report, it was estimated that the land created
by the Project could support between 428,000 and 795,000 square feet (SF) of
development. The most intensive development scenario envisioned for the Project
includes 795,062 SF, which includes 625 residential units. Approximately ten (10)
parcels would be created to accommodate this development over time.

Attachment #2
Other local agencies that need to approve, fund of sponsor the Project include:

e Mayor, City of Rochester — same as “a” above,

e Director of Planning and Zoning — Site Plan Approval;

o Commissioner of Neighborhood & Business Development — Site
Preparation permit;

e TCB - approval of pavement width changes, parking changes, etc.



Attachment #3

The multi-faceted Project includes the following physical and legal components. Please
note that some of these components will occur sequentially, while others will progress
concurrently over time.

1) Right of Way (ROW) abandonment and transfer to from NYSDOT to City of
Rochester,

2) Rebuild the adjacent roads (Howell, Union and Pitkin Streets);

3) Demolish the existing Inner Loop;

4) Filling of the Inner Loop to the needed grade. Approximately 120,000 cubic
yards of clean fill needed to be brought on-site;

5) Obtain “Official Map Amendment” (OMA) to establish the new ROW:

6) Subdivision of non-ROW needed land to create new parcels;

7) Development of the newly created parcels.

Approximately three (3) years are needed to complete the first six (6)
components, from start to finish. The development of the new parcels will be by
private developers and subject to market conditions, funding, etc.

Attachment #4

Attachment #4, “Cultural Resource Study — Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project” is
provided under separate cover. The CRS contains a Phase 1A Cultural Resources
Survey and a Phase 1B Archaeological and Architectural Survey of the project area.

Two historic archaeological sites have been identified, however, no further
archaeological work was recommended for the Project, save for the construction
monitoring to mitigate the effects unanticipated impacts or discoveries at two locations.
The two sites were designated George Crouch (A05540.009184, UB 4409) site and the
Amos Burrows (AO5540.009185, UB 4410) site.

Please see pages 35-59 of the Phase 1B Archaeological and Architectural
Reconnaissance Survey for descriptions of the attributes for three National Register
Listed (NRL) properties, four National register eligible (NRE) properties, two NRE
Historic Districts, and three non-NRE properties associated with the project area.



Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Identification of Potential Project Impacts

Part 2 is to be completed by the lead ageney. Part 2 is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential resources that could
be affected by a proposed project or action. We recognize that the lead agency's reviewer(s) will not necessarily be environmental
prolessionals. So, the questions are designed (o walk a reviewer through the assessment process by providing a series of questions that
can he answered using the information found in Part 1. To further assist the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the
most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the information needed to answer the Part 2 question. When Part 2 1s completed. the
lead agency will have identified the relevant environmental arcas that may be impacted by the proposed activity

11 the lead agencey is a state agencey and the action s m any Coastal Arca, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding

wit

h this assessment.

Tips for completing Part 2:

Review all of the nformation provided in Part |

Answer cach of the I8 questions in Part 2

Check appropriate column to indicate the antictpated size of the impact.

checking the box “Moderate to large impact may oceur.”
'he reviewer 1s not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis.

Review any application, maps, supporting matertals and the Full EAF Workbook.

If you answer “Yes” (0 a numbered question, please complete all the questions that follow in that section
If you answer “No” to a numbered question, move on to the next numbered question,

Proposed projects that would exceed a numerie threshold contained in a question should result in the reviewing agency

I you are not sure or undecided about the size ol an impact, it may help to review the sub-questions for the general

question and consult the workbook.

When answering a question consider all components of the proposed activity, that s, the “whole action”
Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as direct impacts
e Answer the question n a reasonable manner considering the scale and context of the project

I. Impact on Land
Proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of. [Nno V1YES
the land surface of the proposced site. (See Part 1. D.1)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j. If “No"”, move on to Section 2.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
a. The proposed action may mvolve construction on land where depth to water table is £2d v 0
less than 3 feet -
b. The proposed action may mvolve construction on slopes of 13% or greater E2f ¥4 a
¢. The proposed action may mvolve construction on land where bedrock 1s exposed, or | E2a 4| [
generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface
d. The proposed action may mvolve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons | D2a O
of natural material.
e. The proposed action may mnvolve construction that continues for more than one year | Dle O ¥4
or in multiple phascs
[. The proposed action may result 1n increased erosion, whether from physical D2e, D2q | O
disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides)
g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area. Bli | O
h. Other impacls Impacts from future development parcels, importing of needed fill, and D I;Z]
stormwater and utilities.

Page 1 of 10




2. Impact on Geological Features

The proposcd action may result in the modification or destruction ol or inhibit
aceess to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (c.g.. clills. duncs.
mincrals, fossils, caves). (Sce Part 1. 1.2.g)

I "Yes”, answer questions a - ¢. If “"No”, move on 1o Section 3.

INO

Ovyes

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
@ Idenuly the specitic land form(s) attached [:2g 8 &
b. The proposed action may affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a 3¢ [ 1"
registered National Natural Landmark.
Specific feature
¢. Other impacts - 1 1
3. Impacts on Surface Water
The proposed action may aflect one or more wetlands or other surface water ZNO D YES
bodics (c.g., streams. rivers. ponds or lakes). (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - 1. If “No"”, move on 1o Section 4,
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
a The proposed action may create a new water body. D2b, Dth §] ]
. . 2
b. The proposed action may result in an increase or decrease of over 10% or more than a D2b H 8
10 acre increase or decrease m the surface area of any body of water.
¢. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of matenal D2a 1 B
from a wetland or water body
d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjommng a freshwater or E2h 8] 1
tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.
¢. The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody. either from upland erosion, | D2a. D2h 8 [
runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments.
f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal | D2c B 0
of walter from surface water
g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge | D2d ] 0
of wastewaler to surface water(s).
h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of D2e 8] L
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving
water bodies.
1. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or E2h 1
downstream of the site of the proposed action.
i The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or D2q. E2h (1
around any water body.
k. The proposed action may require the construction of new. or expanston of existing, Dia. D2d 0
wastewater treatment facilities
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I Other impacts

4. Impact on groundwater
T he proposed action mas result in new or additional use of ground water, or

YINO

may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer.

(See Part 1. D.2.a, D.2.c. D.2.d. D.2.p. D.2.q. D.2.0
If “Yes o, answer questions a - b If “No”, move on to Section >

[dvrs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
a. The proposed action may require new water supplhy wells or create additional demand | D2¢ i i
on supphies from existing water supply wells
b. Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safc and sustainable D2e 1 i
withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer.
Cite Source
¢ The proposed action may allow or result in restdential uses m areas without water and | Dia D ¢ i
SCWCT Services
. i
d e proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater D2d 121
¢ Ihe proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in locations | D2¢ 111
where groundwater 15 or 15 suspected to be, contaminated 1lg | 1h
I Fhe proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemcal products D2p 121
over ground water or an aquafer.
g Lhe proposed action may i olve the commercial application of pesticides within 100 | 1 2h D2q
feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources. 121 D2c¢
h Other impacis 1 i
5. Impact on Flooding
The proposed action may result in dey clopment on lands subject to flooding. |Z| NO D YLS
(Sce Part 1. 1..2)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No ", move on to Section 6.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
a The proposed action may result n development n a designated floodway 12 ) rl
b Ihe proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain 2 u L
¢ The proposed action may result in dey elopment within a 500 ycar floodplam 12k } "
d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage D2b, D2e u
patterns.
¢. The proposed action mav change flood water flows that contribute to flooding D2b 2
L2}, E2k
£ If therc 1s a dam located on the site of the proposed uction, is the dam in need of repair. | I le

or upgrade”
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2. Other impacts: ” ()
6. Impacts on Air
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission sourcee. |Z|NO Clyes
(Sce Part 1. D.2.1.. D.2,h. D.2.g)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - |1 If “No™, move on to Section 7.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
a1 the proposed action requires federal or state air enussion pernuts, the action may
also emit one or more greenhouse gases at or above the followmng levels:
1. More than 1000 tons/ycar of carbon dioxide (CO,) D2g L It
1. More than 3.5 tons/year of nitrous oxide (N,O) D2g () N
. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PI'Cs) D2g o t
v. More than 045 tons/ycar of sutfur hexafluoride (SI5g) D2g E :Jl
v. More than 1000 tons/ycar of carbon dioxide equivalent of D2g
hydrochloroflourocarbons (FIFCs) emissions
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane D2h D t
b. The proposed action may generate 10 tons/ycar or more of any one designated D2g ] i
hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous
air pollutants
¢. The proposed action may require a state air registration. or may produce an emissions | D2f, D2g 0l I
rate of total contamnants that may exceed 3 ibs. per hour, or may include a heat
source capable of producing more than 10 mitlion BTU's per hour.
d. The proposed action mav reach 30% of any of the thresholds in “a” through “¢™. D2g [} B
above
¢. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than 1 | D2s 8] ('
ton of refuse per hour.
I I

f. Other impacts:

7. Impact on Plants and Animals

The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. (Scc Part 1. E.2. m.-q.)

If “Yes"”, answer questions a - j. I “No”, move on to Section 8.

INO

CJyes

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part ] small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur oceur
a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of mdividuals of any E2o0 D r
threatened or endangered specices, as listed by New York State or the Federal
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.
b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by E2o &) D
any rare, threatened or endangered species, as histed by New York State or the federal
government.
¢. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, of any | E2p 8] ]
species of special concern or conservation need, as listed by New York State or the
Federal government, that use the site. or are found on, over, or near the site.
d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by E2p '
any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or
the Federal government
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¢ The proposed action may dumimish the capacity of a registered National Natural 3¢ " B
Landmark to sapport the biological community it was established to protect.
£ The proposed action may result in the removal of] or ground disturbance in, any 12n 1 I
portion of a designated significant natural community.
Souree:
2. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or 2m & &
over-wintering habitat {or the predominant species that occupy or use the project site. | 7
h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest, E1b I i
grassland or any other regronally or locally important habitat. '
Habitat type & information source:
1. Proposed action (commereial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of | D2q 1 (
herbicides or pesticides.
( [

1. Other 1impacts:

8.  Impact on Agricultural Resources

The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. (Sce Part 1. E3.a. and b.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. I “No”, move on to Section 9.

INO

[(dyes

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part [ small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur oeeur

a. The proposed action may impact soil classificd within soil group 1 through 4 of the E2c, 123b t 0
NYS Land Classification System

b. The proposed action may sever, cross or otherwise limit aceess to agricultural fand Ela, Elb f ]
(includes cropland, hayficlds, pasture, vineyard, orchard, ctc).

¢. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the soil profile of | E3b I r
active agricultural land

d. The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural Jand to non-agricultural LElb, E3a r n
uses, either more than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District, or more than 10
acres 1l not withim an Agncultural District.

¢. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land Ela Elb r [l
management sysiem.

{. The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, i increased development C2c. C3, n 8]
potential or pressure on farmland. D2c¢, D2d

g. The proposed project 1s not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland Cc K &
Protection Plan.

1 £l §]

h. Other impacts:
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9.

Impact on Aesthetic Resources

The land use of the proposed action are obviously dilferent from, or are in
sharp contrast Lo, current land use patterns between the proposced project and
a seenic or acsthetic resource, (Part 1L E.La, E.1Lb, E.3.h)

If “Yes ", answer questions a - . If "No™, go to Section (),

INO

dves

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
it Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local I:3h iy r
scenie or aestheic resource
b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant I:3h, C2b W} W
sereening of one or more oflicially designated seenie views
¢. The proposed action may be visible from pubhicly accessible vantage pomnts :3h
1. Seasonally (¢ g, screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons) tl L
1. Year round U 0
d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed E3h
action is: ;
. . I:2q.
1. Routme travel by residents, ncluding travel to and (rom work o 0
. Recreational or tourism based activities Llc 0 1
¢. The proposed action may cause a dimmmishment of the public enjoyment and L3h o ]
appreciation of the designated aesthetie resource
. There are similar projects vasible within the followmg distance of the proposed Dia, Ela, ] §]
project: DIf, Dlg
0-1/2 mile
Y2 -3 mile
3-5 mile
3+ mile
g. Other impacts: ] 0
10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources
I'he proposed action may occur in or adjucent to a historic or archacological [Ino [Y]YES
resource. (Part 1. E3.¢, £ and g.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 11.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oecur oceur
a. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within. or substantially contiguous | E3c 4] 1
to, any buildings, archacological site or district which is hsted on or has been
nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State or
National Register of Iistoric Places.
b. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous | 31 4] 0
to, an area designated as sensitive for archacological sites on the NY State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) archacological site inventory
¢. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantiatly contiguous | L3g 4] O
1o, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO inventory
Source:
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Register eligible

Y

If any of the above (a-d) are answered “Yes”, continue with the following questions
to help support conclusions in Part 3

1. The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part I:3¢. K3g, O
of the site or property. E3f
. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property’s setting or -3¢, E3f, O
inlegrity. E3g, Ela,
Elb
1. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which 3¢, E31. 4] O
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting. :3g, I:3h,
€2.C3
11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a NO I:I YES
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted
municipal open space plan.,
(Sce Part 1. C2.c. E.lc., E2.q)
If “Yes"”, answer questions a - e. If “"No”, go to Section 12.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur occur
a. The proposed action may result in an impairment of natural functions, or “ccosystem | D2¢, Elb rl 0
services”, provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwater | E2h,
storage, nutrient cyching, wildlife habitat. E2m, 2o,
E2n, E2p
b. The proposed action may result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource. | C2a, Elc, n i
Clc, E2q
¢. The proposed action may chiminate open space or recreational resource i an area C2a, C2c n rl
with few such resources. Elc, E2q
d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by the Clc, Lilc rn r
COMMUIMLY s an Open space resource.
¢. Other impacts: r B
12, Impact on Critical Environmental Arcas
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent 1o a critical NO |:| YES
cnvironmental arca (CEA). (Sec Part 1. E.3.d)
If “Yes”, answer guestions a - ¢. If “No”, go to Section 13.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part I small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur oceur
a. The proposed action may result in a reduction n the quantity of the resource or E3d 1 r
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.
b. The proposed action may result i a reduction in the quahty of the resource or E3d B 8]
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.
¢ Other mmpacts: ! rt
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13. Impact on T'ransportation
‘The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems,
(Sce Part 1. D.2))
I “Yes”, answer questions a - g. 1 “No”, go to Section 14.

[ Ino

[V]ves

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part I small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oceur
a. Projected traffic mercase may exceed capacity of existing road network, D2, ¥4 O
b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 300 or D2j V4| (1]
more vehicles.

¢. The proposed action will degrade existing transit access. 12§ 4] O
d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations. D2 ¥4 O
¢. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods. D2j O ¥4
{. Other mimpacts: O 0
14. Impact on Encrgy

The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy. DNO |Z]YES

(Sce Part 1. D.2.k)

I “Yes", answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 13.

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impaet impact may
may oceur oceur

i The proposed action will require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, substation. D2k %] O
b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission DIf, ¥4 O

or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a
commercial or ndustrial use.

Dlg, D2k

¢. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of cleciricity.

D2k

d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 square
feet of building arca when completed.

Dlg

¢. Other Impacts:

O O
15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light
The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting, NO DYES
(See Part 1. D.2.m., n.. and 0.)
If “Yes ", answer guestions a - . 1f “No”, go to Section 16.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur occur
a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local D2m 8] o
regulation.
b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of anyv residence, D2m. Eid 8| i
hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home.
¢. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day D20 [l ]
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d. The proposed action may result in hght shining onto adjoining properties. D2n N [l
¢. The proposed action may result m hghting creating sky-glow brighter than existing D2n. Ela 8] I
arca conditions
£, Other impacts: ] ¥
16. Impact on Human Health
I'he proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure IZ' NO D YES
Lo new or existing sources of contaminants, (Sce Part 1.D.2.q.. E.1. d. £ g. and h)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - m. If “No”, go to Section 17.
Relevant No,or Moderate
Part] small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may cecur oceur
a. The proposed action 1s located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day Eld r 0
care center, group home, nursing home or retirement community
b The site of the proposed action 1s currently undergoing remediation. Flg Elh 8] 0
¢. There is a completed emergencey spill remediation, or a completed environmental site | Elg. Elh 0 8]
remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action
d. The site of the action is subject to an mstitutional control limiting the use of the Elg, E1h (B [
property (c.g., casement or deed restriction).
¢. The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were put in place Elg, Elh 01 [
to ensure that the site remams protective of the environment and human health.
£. The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that future D2t [ [
generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the
environment and human health.
g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste D2q, EIf I 0
management [acility.
h. The proposed action may result in the uncarthing of solid or hazardous waste. D2q, EIf o ]
1. The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of | D2r, D25 1 r
solid waste
1. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of | L1f, Elg 0 £
a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. Elh
k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill EIf Elg 1 u
site to adjacent off site structures.
1. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate from the D2s, I 11, L) r
project site. D2r
m. Other impacts
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17. Consistency with Community Plans
‘The proposced action is not consistent with adopted Tand use plans.
(SeePart 1. C.1,C2. and C.3)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, go 1o Section 18.

[VINO

[ Jves

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may oceur oeeur
a. The proposed action’s fand use components may be different from, or in sharp C2,C3, Dia [ 1
contrast to, current surrounding land use pattern(s). Eta, Elb
b. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town or village | C2 1 [
in which the project s located to grow by more than 3%.
¢. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations. C2,C2,C3 0 B
d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional laind use | C2, C2 [ 1
plans.
¢. The proposed action may cause a change i the density of development that is not (3, Dle, 1 [
supported by existing infrastructure or is distant lrom existing infrastructure. DId, DI,
DI1d, Elb
f. The proposed action is located in an arca characterized by low density development Cd, D2¢, D2d D ¥
that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. D2
g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., residential or | C2a n n
commercial development not included in the proposed action)
h. Other: [ 1
18. Consistency with Community Character
The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character. IZlNO DYES
(Sce Part 1. C.2, C.3,D.2, 1.3)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, proceed to Part 3.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur oceur
a. The proposed action may replace or chiminate existing facilities, structures, or arcas E3e, E3f, IE3g ] o
of historic importance to the commumty.
b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional commumity services (c.g. C4 u &
schools, police and fire)
¢. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-mcome housing in an area where | C2, C3, DIf 0 r
there is a shortage ol such housing, Dig, Ela
d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized | C2, E3 0 0
or designated public resources
¢. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and C2,C3 ¥ r
character.
{. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape. C2.C3 0 B
Ela, Clb
E2g, E2h

g. Other impacts:

PRINT FULL FORM
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Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 3 - Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts
and
Determination of Significance

Part 3 provides the reasons in support of the determination of significance. The lead agency must complete Part 3 for every question
in Part 2 where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where there is a need to explain why a particular
clement of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental impact,

Based on the analysis in Part 3, the lead agency must decide whether to require an environmental impact statement to further assess
the proposed action or whether avaitable information is sufficient for the lead agency to conclude that the proposed action will not
have a significant adverse environmental impact. By completing the certification on the next page, the lead agency can complete its
determination of significance.

Reasons Supporting This Determination:
To complete this section:
* Identily the impact based on the Part 2 responses and describe its magnitude. Magnitude considers factors such as severity,
size or extent of an impact.
®  Assess the importance of the impact. Importance relates to the geographic scope, duration, probability of the impact
occurring, number of people affected by the impact and any additional environmental consequences if the impact were to
oceur.
e The assessment should take into consideration any design element or project changes.
¢ Repeat this process for cach Part 2 question where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where
there is a need to explain why a particular clement of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse
environmental impact.
Provide the reason(s) why the impact may, or will not, result in a significant adverse environmental impact
For Conditional Negative Declarations identify the specific condition(s) imposed that will modify the proposed action so that
no significant adverse environmental impacts will result.
o Attach additional sheets, as needed.

Determination of Significance - Type 1 and Unlisted Actions

SEQR Status: Y] Type 1 [ unlisted

Identify portions of EAF completed for this Project: [/] Part 1 [] Part 2 [/] Part 3




Upon review ol the information recorded on this EATL, as noted, plus this additional support mlormation

Various supplemental studies and assessments, including a Noise Analysis, Air Quality Analysis, Hazardous Waste Assessment, Asbestos Assessment,

Cultural Resoulce Invesligatio& !isual Impact Assessment, Traffic Stucly. and the NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA)

and cun*idcnnb both the magnitude and importance of cach identificd potential impact, 101s the conclusion of the
as fead agency that:

[¥] A This project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment, and, therefore, an environmental impact
statement need not be prepared. Accordingly, this negative declaration s issued.

[1 B Although this project could have a signilicant adverse impact on the environment, that impact will be avoided or
substantially mitigated because of the following conditions which will be required by the lead agency:

There will, therefore, be no sigmficant adverse impacts {from the project as conditioned, and, therefore, this conditioned negative
declaration is issued. A conditioned negative declaration may be used only for UNLISTED actions (see 6 NYCRR 617.d).

(1 ¢ Ihis Project may result in one or more sigmificant adverse impacts on the environment, and an environmental impact
statement must be prepared to further assess the impact(s) and possible mitigation and to explore alternatives to avoid or reduce those
mpacts. Accordingly, this positive declaration s 1ssued.

Name of Action: inner Loop East Reconstruction Project

Name of Lead Agency: City of Rochester

Name of Responsible Ofticer i Lead Agency: Mayor Thomas S. Richards

Title of Responsible Officer: payor

Signature of Responsible Officer m Lead Agency: W Dalc/ 2 /2 3 /Z‘Jl 3

YA W 4
Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer W% Z/ Dat
ignature ol Preparer (i different from Responsible cer) ~ ( g ate: /2 23 2013

For Further Information:

Contact Person: Mr. James R. Mclntosh, P.E., City Engineer

Address: City Hall, Room 300B, 30 Church Street, Rochester, NY 14614

Telephone Number: 585-428-6828

-mail: Jim Mcintosh@cityofrochester.gov

For Type 1 Actions and Conditioned Negative Declarations, a copy of this Notice is sent to:

Chicef Executive Officer of the political subdivision in which the action will be principally located (e.g., Town / City / Village of)
Other involved agencies (if any)

Apphicant (if anv)
Environmental Notice Bulletin: hitp:/www.dec.ny.gov/enb/enb.himl




EAF Part 3 — Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project impacts
And

Determination of Significance

In completing Part 2 of the Environmental Assessment Form for the proposed Inner Loop East
Reconstruction Project (Project), information and results from the following reports and studies
were used in the identification of potential project impacts:

¢ Cultural Resources Study (Dept. of Anthropology, State University of New York)

o Noise Analysis Report (Watts Architecture and Engineering);

e Air Quality Analysis Report (Watts Architecture and Engineering);

e Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials Assessment (Watts Engineering and
Architecture);

s Asbestos Assessment (Watts Engineering and Architecture),

e Visual Impact Assessment (Stantec Consulting Ltd.);

¢ Traffic Study (Stantec Consulting Ltd.) and

¢ Social, Economic and Environmental Conditions and Consequences (NEPA
Environmental Assessment prepared by Stantec Consulting Ltd.)

Part 3 of the EAF evaluates every question in Part 2 where the impact has been identified as
potentially moderate to large or where there is a need to explain why a particular element of the
proposed action will, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental impact. The following
potential impacts were identified as potentially moderate to large and are evaluated further.

Impact on Land

The Inner Loop East Reconstruction Project will physically change the grade of the existing land
surface within the proposed 24.6 acre project corridor. The project consists of the removal of an
urban expressway known as the “Inner Loop” through the SE quadrant of the City of Rochester
downtown area. The project will remove excess highway infrastructure (replacing the existing
10 - 12 lane section with a 3 - 5 lane section) from Clinton Avenue South to East Main Street
and provide a “complete Street” facility that is properly scaled to the regional and local needs.
The "complete street” design approach incorporates balanced pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle
needs throughout the project corridor.

Approximately 120,000 cubic yards of clean fill will need to be imported to bring the project site
up to the needed grade. The construction phase is expected to occur for more than one year.
The sources of the needed fill, assurances and provisions to insure the fill is “clean fill’ and not
hazardous. The raising of the grade may also have an impact of stormwater and drainage
collection and conveyance, as well as other public and private utilities.

Once the final grades have been obtained and the complete street design has been established,
the Project will create development parcels that can accommodate up to 795,000 square feet of
mixed-use real estate development. Given these project features, the following potentially



“moderate to large” impacts have been identified and are presented below in order to explain
why that particular element of the proposed action will not result in a significant adverse impact:

Construction Related Impacts,

Import of Needed Fill Material;
Stormwater and Utilities; and

Future Development Related Impacts

Construction Related Impacts:

The single most notable construction-related impacts involve disruption to local travel patterns
and construction-related noise impacts. Disruption to local travel patterns will occur as a result
of temporary detours and congestion due to construction activities. While to some extent these
impacts are unavoidable, they can be mitigated via proper signage for detour routes and
continual updates to neighbors and businesses in the project area.

The construction activities will include excavation, sub-base preparation, roadway millings,
placement of fill via dump trucks, and other miscellaneous work.

Construction noise will occur, however, construction noise differs from normal traffic noise in the
flowing ways:

e Construction noise only lasts for the duration of the construction contract;
Construction activities are usually limited to the daylight hours when most human
activity takes place;

o Construction activities are generally short term; and

e Construction noise is intermittent and depends on the type of operation.

Certain mitigation measures can be incorporated into the contract documents to reduce
construction noise in the project area. The following mitigation strategies are likely to be used
for this project:

Use of exhaust systems in good working order, engine enclosures and intake silencers;,
Regular equipment maintenance;

Use of new equipment subject to new product noise emission standards;

Placement of stationary equipment as far away from sensitive receptors as possible;

e Strategic choice of staging sites; and

e Limitations on work hours.

The project will incur similar construction related impacts, including dust as other City of
Rochester transportation reconstruction projects have in the past. The contractor will be
required to control construction generated air pollution as specified in Section 107-11 of the
NYSDOT Standard Specifications — Air Quality Protection.

As with all City of Rochester roadway reconstruction projects, all construction related activities
will be monitored during the entire construction phase for conformance by the City of Rochester
Construction Division and consuitant inspection staff to ensure that construction impacts are
minimized.



Import of Needed Fill:

Fill material will come from other City of Rochester project sites, as well as from other private
and public projects as needed. Given the unknown sources of most of the needed fill material at
this time, assurances that the fill is both suitable and non-contaminated are needed.

The selected contractor will be responsible to acquire all materials required to the construction
of the project. During construction, the contractor will be required to identify all material
sources, which are also subject to approval by the City of Rochester,

The contractor will be required to control construction generated pollution as specified in Section
106 of the NYSDOT Standard Specifications — Construction and Materials, and Section 205 —
Contaminated Soils. These standard specifications identify:

A description of what soil contamination includes;

Segregation and storage of contaminated soil encountered during excavation,;
Field Organic Vapor Monitoring;

Sampling and Analysis;

Transportation and Disposal; and

Reuse of Contaminated Soil

During construction, all operations will be closely monitored by the consultant inspection staff.
Should suspect materials be encountered, the inspection staff will notify the City of Rochester
Department of Environmental Quality to ensure that proper measures are taken. In addition to
the NYSDOT Standard Specifications stated above, the contractor can require sampling of
suspect material in accordance with the NYSDEC "DER/10 Technical Guidance for Site
Investigation and Remediation”. More specifically, suspect fill material can be chemically tested
to ensure that it does not exceed the allowable constituent levels for imported fill or soil provided
in Appendix 5.

Stormwater and Utilities:

The raising of the grade throughout the project corridor will alter the existing storm sewer
system. The collection and conveyance of stormwater will be change .

Drainage along the project corridor consists of a closed drainage system with drainage inlets
along the medians and shoulders. The drainage system has various sizes and types of
drainage conduit. The corridor contains curbing with the exception of the depressed Inner Loop
mainline segments that utilizes concrete gutters adjacent to the retaining walls to convey
surface flows to the drainage inlets.

The closed drainage system along the Inner Loop mainline drains to a storm sewer line that is in
the center median of the inner Loop. The storm sewer then discharges to the combined sewer
system at both the north and south ends. The Union Street stormwater runoff generally flows
north and continues along the Main Street corridor to the northeast. The Pitkin Street
stormwater runoff drains into a storm sewer along Pitkin Street that outfall’s into the combined
sewer system as well. The Howell Street stormwater runoff flows toward Monroe Avenue and
continues southeast along Monroe Avenue.



All of the existing stormwater drainage systems within the project limits connect to the combined
sewer system before eventually discharging to the overflow tunnel system and then to the Van
Lare sewage treatment facility.

The proposed Project calls for a reduction in the amount of impervious surfaces, with an
increase in the amount of pervious surfaces. The entire project area (Inner Loop plus Right-of-
Way) is essentially impervious today. The proposed project does call for a reduction in the
amount of impervious surfaces, primarily from the incorporation of pervious surfaces in the
redevelopment parcels (green space, lawn area, etc.) and pervious pavement used for the cycle
track. It is difficult to quantify the amount of pervious surfaces at this juncture given that the
specific location and amount of pervious surfaces will be determined by future developers and
subject to site plan review/approval.

The existing drainage system is generally in fair working condition. There are areas however
where the existing drainage structures are deteriorated due to wear and tear and therefore
should be addressed, while other isolated areas on the pavement surface frequently pond
during rain events due to imperfections in the pavement surface and/or inadequately positioned
drainage structures.

The existing drainage system improvements will be limited to catch basin replacements, and
supplemental catch basin installations where needed, to provide adequate roadway drainage
throughout the corridor. The existing Inner Loop drainage system will be abandoned and a
section of the existing combined sewer along the Inner Loop from Broad Street to Richmond
Street will be relocated. In addition a 6” underdrain system with curb installed along the
proposed curb line to enhance subsurface pavement drainage. Manhole frames and covers will
also be replaced.

Future Development Related Impacts:

Once the final grades have been obtained and the complete street design has been established,
the Project will create development parcels that can accommodate up to 795,000 square feet of
mixed use real estate development.

Over the last 19 years, the City of Rochester has completed various initiatives focused on
revitalizing the Center City and the surrounding neighborhoods in order to rejuvenate districts,
thus providing for future economic opportunities in order to be able to compete in the global
marketplace. These City initiatives have included:

The Vision 2000 Plan;

The Neighbors Building Neighborhoods Program;

City of Rochester's Inner Loop Improvement Study, 2001;

Center City Master Plan, 2003,

Rochester Regional Community Design Center — Charrette — A Community Based
Vision Plan for Downtown Rochester, 2007:

= The Renaissance 2010 Comprehensive Plan; and

» GTC Long Range Transportation Plan

During the initial Inner Loop Improvement Study, various land use evaluations were undertaken
for the reclaimed land in the corridor that would be created. This land recovery allows for future
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land use opportunities and the potential to physically and visually connect the Central Business
District to the adjacent neighborhoods. The 2001 study identified opportunities for residential
neighborhood extensions, commercial development, and open space, in the range of 9.4 acres
of new land depending on the at-grade road alignment and width characteristics. Since then,
various community initiatives have taken a serious look at desired land uses and densities,
resulting in several recommendations surrounding the Southeast Loop area. The 2003 Center
City Master Plan and the 2007 Downtown Charrette process helped to formulate a vision on the
desired community characteristics that can be considered in this area, including the need to:

= Create a major gateway at the east end of Main Street,

= Create new development sites for civic space, new development and parking,

= Create new infill development that complements the historic housing stock along South
Union Street,

s« Reconnect Monroe Avenue to downtown through the addition of continuous building
frontages,

» Expand and improve Manhattan Square Park and create a major civic space in front of
the Strong Museum,

»  Extend Woodbury Boulevard to improve connections and new opportunities for infill
development,

* Create new neighborhoods that provide a built-in-constituency for Manhattan Square
Park and other downtown destinations,

= Narrow Broad Street to provide new building sites that would create a stronger public
realm.

The future development of these parcels will accomplish and promote the various community
characteristics identified above. Each development parcel will be subject to review by the City
of Rochester as developers come forward and site plans are prepared. Each development
parcel will be reviewed for consistency with the Center City Master Plan and other applicable
City codes.

Impact on Historic and Archaeological Resources

The following Cultural Resource Studies were completed for this project:

e Phase 1A Cultural Resource Survey for the inner Loop East Reconstruction Project
completed by the Department of Anthropology, State University of New York at Buffalo.
(February 2013)

o Phase 1B Archaeological and Architectural Reconnaissance Survey for the Inner Loop
East Reconstruction Project NY Route 940T completed by the Department of
Anthropology, State University of New York at Buffalo. (May 2013)

e Phase 2 Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey for the Inner Loop East Reconstruction
Project NY Route 940T completed by the Department of Anthropology, State University
of New York at Buffalo. (December 2013).

According to the National Register (NR) of Historic Places, there are no historic properties
eligible, or listed, within the project's area of potential effect.



A Phase | archeological survey was conducted to determine the presence of archeological
resources. As a result of the survey, two (2) locations within the project area contained
sufficient resources to declare them as being historic archeological sites.

The first site, referred to as the George Crouch site (A05540.009184) (UB4409), is located on
South Union Street at the Howell Street intersection. Findings from shovel test pit explorations
revealed the presence of past domestic refuse. However, considering that the proposed
impacts to this area consist of shallow excavations associated with sidewalk installation,
monitoring of excavations for potential unexpected artifacts during construction would be
sufficient.

Artifacts associated with the G. Crouch site were recovered within both fill and partially
disturbed natural horizon soils from a low-to-moderate density broadcast midden scatter
identified within topsoil, fill and buried A-Horizon contexts. These materials included a variety of
early-19th to mid-20th century ceramic and glass food related artifacts, as well as a number of
highly oxidized ferrous metal fragments believed to be nail fragments. However, due to the site’s
position relatively far away to the northwest of the associate historic map documented structure;
it is difficult to directly associate these remains to the G. Crouch site's documented residential
occupants. It is most likely that many of these artifacts were deposited in the form of roadside
debris.

Based on these results, the site’s research potential has been exhausted by the combined
Phase 1B / Phase 2 testing procedures that have already been completed. Further, the G.
Crouch Site does not appear eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. No
further archaeological investigations are recommended, however, construction monitoring is
recommended to protect this site.

The second site, referred to as the Amos Burrows site (A05540.009185) (UB 4410) is located at
the Pitkin Street/Savannah Street intersection. Findings from shovel test pit explorations also
revealed the presence of past domestic refuse. This location will also experience shallow
excavations associated with sidewalk construction, and as such monitoring of excavations for
potential unexpected artifacts during construction would be sufficient.

A Phase Il archaeological survey was conducted to more precisely determine the locations,
quantity and significance of the resources. This investigation recovered several small
fragments of past domestic refuge. The report concludes that no further subsurface
investigation is warranted and therefore a Determination of No Effect from the NYS Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation is anticipated.

Based on preliminary results, the Amos Burrows site appears eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic places, due to the recovery of both temporally and functionally diagnostic
mid-to-late 19th century domestic artifacts in good context that represent an urban domestic
site. Due to the site's small size and the fact that the majority of the first period historic feature
was completely removed during the site examination, the site's research potential has been
exhausted. While no further archaeological excavation is recommended at the Amos Burrows
site, it is possible that contextually associated materials and/or features might be found beneath
the paved parking lot and driveway between Savannah and Pitkin Street. Construction
monitoring was also recommended to protect this site.

An archaeologist from SUNYBuffalo, Department of Anthropology will be present when
construction takes place at both of these two sites. The archaeologist will observe the
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excavation in these areas, determine if artifacts are present, and if so, determine if collection of
the artifacts is warranted and other determine if other remedial steps are pertinent.

Impact on Transportation

The proposed transformation of the Inner Loop expressway to an at-grade urban city street will
have little to no impacts on the overall transportation system. The proposed traffic increases will
be accommodated by the new roadway system and network; intersection operations are shown
to meet design criteria. The new urban city street will have adequate travel lanes, turn lanes and
traffic control to accommodate the traffic at each intersection location. Numerous intersection
geometric and traffic control options were assessed and are documented in the Inner Loop East
Transformation Project Draft Design Report. While travel speeds may be lower on the city street
than on the previous expressway, overall traffic operations should function better on the street
network and accessibility for pedestrian and bicycle traffic will be notably improved. Levels of
operations at each of the corridor intersection are projected to be LOS C or better.

The overall street grid system will be notably enhanced with additional cross street connections.
The new urban street will allow for the reconnection of Charlotte Street; the ultimate
reconnection of Haags Alley; and allows for the future Woodbury Boulevard extension. Each of
these new connections provides improved connectivity and breaks up the various superblocks.
This creates a more livable and walkable community providing substantial social benefits.

The project will significantly improve pedestrian and bicycle travel with the addition of a cycle
track, the addition of on street bike lanes, a contra flow bike lane, sharrows and bike boxes. For
pedestrian travel, additional midblock and intersection crossing locations are provided. Each
intersection geometric design has minimized the width travelled to improve pedestrian access
and safety. While the project may alter travel patterns in the immediate area, these changes will
be positive changes as the urban city street will provide two-way traffic operations along with
additional street grid connections. Each of the various elements of the project significantly
improves livability, connectivity and mobility.

Lastly, the transformation from a high speed expressway to a low speed city street will have a
positive effect on safety and access for all users while enhancing livability for current and future
residents. It is anticipated that the severity of accidents that occurred on the Inner Loop
expressway will be reduced when the expressway traffic is combined with Union Street traffic on
the new lower speed street. Additionally, all of the expressway non-standard and non-
conforming features will be eliminated from the network.

Impact on Energy

The proposed project will create development parcels that can accommodate up to 795,000
square feet of mixed-use real estate development. The mixed-use development could include a
mixture of residential units, office space and retail use. This new development will generate the



need for natural gas and electric service from Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation. Natural
gas and electric services are readily available throughout the project corridor. The projected
increase in energy is not expected to require a new, or an upgrade to an existing substation.
Therefore, the project is not expected to result in a significant adverse environmental impact.

The City of Rochester and the design consultant will continue to be in contact with Rochester
Gas and Electric Company regarding the placement and connections to natural gas and electric
lines.

Based upon this evaluation of potential environmental impacts, along with the incorporation of
the identified mitigation measures, the Project is not expected to result in any significant
adverse environmental impact.
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Forms






Main Line Design (in accordance with HDM 8§2.7)

PIN:

4940.T7

NHS (Y/N):

No

Route No. & Name:

Howell Street

Functional Class:

Urban Minor Acrterial

Design Classification:

Project Type: Reconstruction (AASHTO Class) Urban Arterial
% Trucks: 2% Terrain: Level
ADT: 9,500 Truck Access Route: No
1. Description of Nonstandard Feature
Type of Feature: Superelevation
Location: Sta. HSE 16+00 to Sta. HSE 17+15
Standard Value: 4% Design Speed: 30 mph
Existing Value: NC Recommended Speed: 25 mph
Proposed Value: NC Recommended Speed: 25 mph
2. Accident Analysis
Current Accident Rate: NA
Statewide Rate (based on similar type highways): NA
Is the nonstandard feature a contributing factor? [ Yes XI No

Anticipated Accident: Rate / Severity /

Due to this curve being located at the terminus with Union Street, it is anticipated that motorists

Cost will be traveling below the recommended speed.
3. Cost Estimates
Cost to Fully Meet Standards: NA
Cost(s) For Incremental Improvements: NA
4. Mitigation (e.g., increased superelevation and curve warning signs for a nonstandard horizontal curve):

The curve will be designed to meet clear zone requirements.

5. Compatibility with Adjacent Segments & Future Plans:

These improvements will be compatible with adjacent segments and future plans.

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

Due to the close proximity of adjacent buildings, meeting the 4% Superelevation rate would create excessive cross slope issues
for sidewalks and building thresholds along this segment of roadway.

7. Proposed Treatment (i.e. Recommendation):

non-standard feature.

The close proximity of the curve to the intersection does not allow for proper super elevation transitions. In addition, the super
elevation rate meets the requirements of a 25 MPH design speed that is more consistent with the travel speeds anticipated within
this speed transition area due its close proximity to the Union Street intersection. Therefore, it is recommended to construct the
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