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OVERVIEW

The University at Albany contracted Delta Engineers, Architects, and Land Surveyors, P.C.
(Delta) in February 2009 to conduct the Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study for the
Uptown Campus. Delta was assisted in this effort by Trowbridge & Wolf Landscape
Architects, LLP (TWLA), VJ Associates, Inc. (VJ) for cost estimating, and by UAlbany
students subcontracted through the Department of Geography and Planning for the
purpose of obtaining traffic counts.

The objective of this project was to improve the safety of the students, public, and staff
that utilize the Uptown Campus within a 5-year planning timeframe. Of particular concern
was pedestrian and vehicular interaction along University Drive (the perimeter road), and
the three public roadways that border the campus. While a number of limited studies
had previously been undertaken, a comprehensive look at the entire campus was needed,
taking into consideration the recommendations of previous planning efforts as well as
programmed campus improvements. This study provided that service.

CAMPUS DESCRIPTION

The Uptown Campus and surrounding roadways are shown in the graphic on this page.
The campus is sited on approximately 470 acres. Roughly one fifth of the land is located
on the western side of Fuller Road, to the north and south of Washington Avenue. The
remaining four fifths, approximately 386 acres, is located on the eastern side of Fuller
Road. The latter area, where the majority of the campus buildings are located, is shown in
the graphic on this page and is bounded on the north by Washington Avenue, on the
south by Western Avenue, and on the east by the Harriman State Office Campus. The
campus was designed by the office of Edward Durell Stone and constructed between the
years 1964 and 1988. As originally designed, all residential and academic buildings were
built within a perimeter road now designated as University Drive. As the campus has
grown, it has expanded beyond the perimeter road and crossed over Fuller Road as well.
The scope of this study was limited to the portion of the campus to the east of Fuller
Road.

LEGEND
TWO-WAY

ONE-WAY
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RELATED PROJECTS, STUDIES, AND PLANNING

Many related Campus projects currently programmed or under construction, as well as a number of previous
studies and planning documents, were considered in the completion of this Study for their effect on the
existing pedestrian and vehicular traffic patterns. These projects, studies, and planning documents included
the following:

•Landscape Master Plan
-Proposed Entrance Landscape Improvements
-Quad & Parking Concepts

•Dutch Quad Improvements
•Proposed 500 Bed Housing Complex

-Feasibility Study and Options Analysis for New Student Housing
-Preliminary site plans

•Proposed growth at College of Nanoscale Science & Engineering
•Proposed Multi-Purpose Stadium

-Athletics and Recreation Master Plan (November 2004)
-Stadium Site Screening and Concept Design Report (December 2008)

•Proposed Business School
•Fuller Road Reconstruction Project, including construction of a roundabout at the Fuller Road
/Tricentennial Drive intersection.
•Proposed Harriman Connector Road (link between UAlbany and the Harriman Complex)

-Harriman Campus-University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study
-OGS Program Report

•Capital District Transportation Authority Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System planning (ongoing)
•Purple Path

-The Purple Path Graduate Planning Studio Report (Fall 2005)
-Purple Path Showcase Section Bid Documents (July 2007)

•The Golden Grid; Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan (December 2006)
•Traffic Survey conducted by the University Police Department (October 6, 2006)
•Proposed Indian Pond Naturewalk

This study reflects both the anticipated impact of the above items and the deficiencies that currently exist,
offering a conservative resolution to both. Projects with the potential for significant impacts to vehicular
traffic are discussed in the remainder of this section, along with this study’s conclusions relative to the
potential impacts.

STUDY ORGANIZATION

The study begins in the Introduction with a discussion of related projects, studies, and planning affecting this study. Subsequent
sections of the study have been generally grouped into the categories of Existing Conditions and Concepts, Network Layout
Concepts which build on the findings and recommendations of the review of existing conditions, and Recommendations.
Accordingly, the study is organized as follows:

Section 1: Introduction

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND CONCEPTS
Section 2: Analysis of Major Intersections
Section 3: Emergency Vehicle Access
Section 4: Traffic Control Devices
Section 5: Walkways and Crosswalks

NETWORK LAYOUT CONCEPTS
Section 6: Campus Access Reconfiguration Options
Section 7: Campus Access Control
Section 8: Purple Path

Section 8A: Purple Path Route Assessment Drawings
Section 8B: Proposed Purple Path Route Alignment Drawings

Section 9: Proposed Cross Campus Spine

RECOMMENDATIONS
Section 10: Summary of Recommendations
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ANALYSIS OF MAJOR INTERSECTIONS

Fifteen (15) intersections on the UAlbany campus and at the entrances from the adjoining streets were analyzed for this study, as
shown in the graphic on this page. The purpose of the analysis was to determine the Level of Service (LOS) ratings for each
intersection for the peak 1-hour traffic condition for both the Existing Condition and the Future Condition (Design Year 2015),
identify deficiencies with current configurations, and provide recommendations to improve LOS, configuration, and safety.

Recommendations made as a result of the analysis included the following:

• Conversion of the University Drive East/Washington Avenue East Entrance Road intersection (Intersection 3) to a 3-way stop by
adding stop signs to the University Drive northbound and southbound approaches, plus the addition of yield-controlled right turn
lanes on the University Drive northbound approach and the Entrance Road westbound approach.

• Conversion of the University Drive/Western Avenue Entrance Road Intersection (Intersection 14) to a 3-way stop, by adding stop
signs to both the eastbound and westbound lanes of University Drive.
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UALBANY INTERSECTION KEY

LEGEND
IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED 
BY THIS STUDY

EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS

Due to the rectangular construct of the interior roads, there was a concern that emergency vehicles would have trouble
accessing the four Quads and the Podium in the case of a fire or other emergencies because of curb radii and other
obstructions. Using a road geometry software called Auto-Turn, possible emergency vehicle access routes were modeled for
accessibility to all buildings on campus using the existing paved surfaces. Based on information provided by the City of
Albany Fire Department, the largest vehicle that would need to navigate the UAlbany campus, the Rescue Truck, was used
as the design vehicle.

The results of the analysis, which involved almost every road on campus, revealed six (6) locations where the edges of the
vehicle, and/or the wheels, left the roadway or encountered another obstruction. All were in the Quad areas and were
minor, and will be addressed by the Landscape Master Plan Quad Concept Designs.

• 5• 1• 2 • 3• 4• 6
• 5

EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS 

(ALL MINOR)
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TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

On-campus traffic control devices were evaluated by this study for conformance with the applicable regulatory
requirements and design standards, appropriateness or excesses, traffic signage, and other factors. Items evaluated in the
study, with recommendations provided for each, included the following:

• Speed limits, design speeds, speed limit signage and spacing
• Speed study and areas of speed violation
• Traffic calming
• Inappropriately signed intersections
• General signage considerations and recommended signage replacement plan

INAPPROPRIATELY SIGNED INTERSECTIONS
(EXCLUDING PEDESTRIAN WARNING SIGNAGE)

A

B

D

F

G

C E

RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMIT SIGN SPACING

900 ft.

1550 ft.
950 ft.750 ft.

600 ft.

1550 
ft.1300 ft.

950 ft.
1300 ft.

1000 ft.

1600 ft.

900 ft.

1600 ft.

850 ft.

1100 ft.
1650 ft.

1650 ft.

1750 ft.

900 ft.

950 ft.

1750 ft.1700 ft.

1700 ft.

1050 ft.

1700 ft.1700 ft.

1800 ft.

1800 ft.

1800 ft.

1800 ft.

1100 ft.

750 ft.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

ES - 5

GENERAL SIGNAGE CONSIDERATIONS AND RECOMMENDED SIGNAGE REPLACEMENT PLAN

FIRST PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

Several of the signage concerns on campus that were considered in this engineering study have been determined to be more
serious than others. This recommendation pushes these issues into a high-priority class. First priority action items involve
situations which are potentially dangerous (imminent vehicular or pedestrian safety concerns). First priority action items
include:

•INAPPROPRIATELY SIGNED INTERSECTIONS

SECOND PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

Second priority action items will solve problems involving poor visibility and condition. More specifically, these items include:

•RETRO-REFLECTIVITY
•UNIFORMITY
•OBSTRUCTION OF VIEW
•POOR CONDITION
•INCORRECT DIMENSIONS
•LEGIBILITY

The MUTCD requires that each regulatory, guide, and warning sign be retro-reflective; however, it does not require that that
every sign be replaced immediately, but that a plan should be implemented for the replacement of all non compliant signs. The
Federal Highway Administration’s target compliance date for implementing a retro-reflectivity management method is January
22, 2012. The target compliance date for replacing all non-retro-reflective signs is January 22, 2015.

The University must have a plan in place to address retro-reflectivity concerns, and it should be expanded into an even more
broad signage replacement program. It is recommended that UAlbany budget a yearly amount to replace signs that do not
meet MUTCD requirements. By formalizing a yearly blanket replacement program, issues such as retro-reflectivity, obstruction
of view, and condition will be addressed, bringing the campus into compliance with MUTCD standards.

THIRD PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

The MUTCD makes additional suggestions that, while they are not mandatory, complying with them will increase the safety of
traffic. Third priority action items include:

•SIGN SUPPORTS (BREAKAWAY BOLTS)

The proposed Long-Term Signage Plan is really an expansion of the blanket replacement program which will address signage
visibility issues (retro-reflectivity, etc.). This plan includes the addition of new items such as breakaway bolts.
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WALKWAYS AND CROSSWALKS

WALKWAY SURFACE TREATMENTS

Various materials have been used across the UAlbany Uptown Campus,
including concrete, asphalt, specialty pavers, gravel, and earthen pathways. The
mismatch of surface treatments gives a random hue to the campus landscape.
As a part of this study all walkways on campus were inventoried and catalogued
by their material and condition.

For future campus renovations, a set of standard surface treatments should be
selected to implement until the entire UAlbany walkway network is consistent.
It is recommended that UAlbany include the development of a “tiered” set of
walkway standards as part of future campus planning efforts. These standards
should include materials and dimensions to be used based on walkway
importance and usage (primary, secondary, tertiary, etc.). Walkways should be
8’ wide in general, increasing to 10’ wide in more intense pedestrian zones, and
decreasing to 6’ wide in areas of lower usage.

WALKWAY CONDITIONS

The campus walkway inventory included a qualitative assessment of walkway
conditions, with ratings of “good”, “fair”, and “poor” for each type of surface
treatment.

Walkways in poor condition, and at least a portion of the walkways in fair
condition, should be replaced within the 5-year study timeframe. Many of
these walkways will be replaced as part of the Purple Path improvements,
Cross-Campus Spine improvements, and other projects currently in various
stages of design or construction on the campus. The majority of the existing
walkways not included in these other project areas are concrete or asphalt. It is
recommended that the campus implement a program for walkway
maintenance replacements for walkways not included in other projects, in
which walkways in poor condition would be replaced in accordance with
campus walkway standards, the development of which was recommended
above.

All walkways should be monitored via a walkway assessment program which
should evaluate all walkways each year and determine which are in need of
replacement.

CURB RAMPS

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that new and altered facilities be
accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities. In short, pedestrian crossings
need to be equipped with curb ramps and detectable warnings. Curb ramps allow
for manual and motorized wheelchairs as well as other disabled pedestrians to
easily mount a curb onto a sidewalk at a pedestrian crossing. Detectable warnings
warn a blind or visually impaired pedestrian that he or she is about to enter a
roadway or intersection. Campus curb ramp conditions were inventoried as part of
this study.

It is recommended to eliminate all non-compliant curb ramps and install ADA
compliant ramps when construction is being done in an area. A significant majority
of the non-compliant locations will be addressed as part of the Purple Path
improvements, Cross-Campus Spine improvements, and other projects currently in
various stages of design or construction on the campus. The remainder of the non-
compliant locations should be addressed as part of the walkway maintenance
replacements discussed previously in this section. An alternative approach would be
to have a project specifically for correction of non-compliant locations.

CROSSWALK STRIPING

Some of the crosswalk locations on campus lack proper crosswalk striping, and
approximately 80% of the existing crosswalk striping on campus is faded and in need
of re-striping. It is recommended to stripe or re-stripe all campus crosswalks using
one of the NYSDOT compliant striping patterns shown below. The recommended
pattern is the “Combined Type LS” because it is the most visible and is consistent
with recent crosswalk striping improvements on the campus. Implementation of this
recommendation will improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists using the
crosswalks.

CROSSWALK WARNING SYSTEMS

This study included an evaluation of the crosswalk warning treatments presently in place on
campus, and providing recommendations for improvements based on engineering judgment.
The (15) intersections evaluated in the Intersection Analysis section of this study were also
evaluated based on criteria contained in Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP)
Report 112/National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 562 Improving
Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings, and found to have adequate crosswalk warning
systems.

It is recommended that all midblock crosswalks on University Drive and the campus entrance
roads be provided with the crosswalk warning system shown below, except in cases where
higher levels of warning, such as the pedestrian-activated in-street warning lights, already
exist. Implementation of this recommendation will improve safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists using the crosswalks.

STOPPING LEG OF T- INTERSECTION / MIDBLOCK CROSSWALK
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CAMPUS ACCESS RECONFIGURATION OPTIONS

Several campus access reconfiguration options were considered at a conceptual level for this study, including the following:
• Close Alumni Drive to through traffic
• Convert Washington Avenue East and/or West Access Roads to egress only
• Modify Collins Circle/University Drive traffic flow pattern

Only the option of closing Alumni Drive to through traffic is recommended by this study, as discussed below.

X

It is recommended to restrict Alumni Drive to BRT use only, or to
physically close Alumni Drive at Fuller Road if BRT does not become a
reality.

As a result of the busyness of Fuller Road during normal school hours, the resulting difficulty for vehicles entering Fuller Road
from Alumni Drive, and the questionable need for this campus entrance, the possibility of closing Alumni Drive to through traffic
was considered. This option would take the form of either restricting usage to Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) traffic and SBA Parking Lot
users, or physically closing Alumni Drive at Fuller Road if the BRT does not become a reality. Usage of Alumni Drive as a BRT route
would likely require the addition of preemptive traffic signal at the Fuller Road / Alumni Drive intersection, which would be
activated by the approach of the BRT. Further development of either the BRT option or the physical closure option would require
coordination with Albany County for traffic impacts, alternate routes, and resulting intersection impacts.

CLOSE ALUMNI DRIVE TO THROUGH TRAFFIC
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CAMPUS ACCESS CONTROL

This study evaluated the option of restricting vehicular access to the UAlbany Uptown campus between
the hours of midnight to 5:00 AM, in order to improve campus security.

The access control concept consists of the following components:

PRIMARY ENTRANCES
•Access control gatehouse.
•Motorized entrance gates operated from the gatehouse, card access reader, or Siren Operated
Sensor.
•Motorized exit gates operated by a traffic loop in the roadway.
•Turnarounds for rejected vehicles.

SECONDARY ENTRANCES
•Alumni Drive entrance (G) is closed to public traffic other than the BRT via signage and a motorized
gate operated by a timer, signal from the BRT, or Siren Operated Sensor from 12:00 AM to 5:00 AM.
•All other entrances closed by one of the following means:

•Alternate 1 – Manual Gates. This alternate would require coordination with all emergency
service providers to ensure that the providers were aware that these entrances were closed
during the night. This alternate also would have a negative impact on emergency response time.
•Alternate 2- Motorized Gates operated by a timer, a Siren Operated Sensor for emergency
services access, and vehicle transmitters.

•Turnarounds for rejected vehicles.

All of these components should be implemented concurrently. A phased implementation approach is not
recommended because the goal of full access control could not be accomplished without the entire
system in place.

While the proposed access control concept is feasible, it is recommended that the decision of whether to
implement campus access control be determined by UAlbany based on campus priorities – security versus
the aesthetic and public perception ramifications of making the campus essentially a “gated community”.

PRIMARY ENTRANCE
CONTROLLED 12 AM – 5 AM

SECONDARY ENTRANCE 
CLOSED 12 AM – 5 AM

SECONDARY ENTRANCE
BRT USE ONLY

EXAMPLE GATE HOUSES 
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PURPLE PATH

The Purple Path is a 5k loop around the inner periphery of the campus perimeter road that will be used for
walking, running, biking, and pedestrian connections to adjoining areas of campus, neighborhoods and services.

The goal of this study was to review the proposed physical conditions of the Purple Path route, review how the
route of the path has been used by the campus community, take into account present, ongoing and future
projects that may affect the proposed route and finally provide recommendations on a conceptual route for the
extension of the Purple Path through the remainder of the campus. Several themes that are lacking for most of
the existing path route that have been incorporated into the final concept plans are:

1 . Overall safety for users
2.  Surface continuity for the paved and non-paved pathways
3 . Narrowed intersections and available areas for the route
4.  Safe and proper ADA compliant curb cuts at all crossings along the route
5.  Safe, consistent, and properly striped crosswalks
6.  Proper Lighting

The first section (“Showcase Section”) of the improved Purple Path was completed on the southerly side of the
campus at the Western Avenue/Route 20 entrance to campus. This section of the Purple Path shows many of the
distinctive elements that have been selected as part of the design vocabulary for the entire Purple Path. This
includes but is not limited to the path materials and construction for the paved path as well as the low-impact
running path, benches, plaza areas, signage, and lighting.

The proposed route has been broken down into phases 1, 2, 3, and 4. Phase 1 sections consist of portions of the
path that will be constructed as part of other construction projects planned for the immediate future (New
Business School and Student Housing Complex). Phase 2 sections provide path continuity in the areas adjacent to
the Phase 1 sections. Phase 3 sections are those that have no improvements at all or are earthen pathways; the
completion of Phases 1, 2, and 3 will result in a continuous Purple Path with an even surface for the entire 5K
loop. Phase 4 includes all other areas where a paved walkway or pathway exists but these vary in width and have
no separate low-impact running path that is parallel, or other path guidelines need to be incorporated. Each
phase has been segmented into different projects with an alphabetical suffix (i.e. Phase 3-A, 3-B, etc.); these
suffixes are only for segment identification and are not indicative of priority within a given phase.

The key features of the Purple Path are the 8’ wide paved pathway that is intended for a variety of activities such
as cycling, rollerblading and walking in addition to being ADA accessible and the parallel 6’ wide low impact path
for walking and running. While the paved path follows a fairly direct route along University Drive, the running
path has a meandering route that deviates from the paved path where space has allowed. In areas where the
Purple Path is constrained to one multi-use path due to spatial constraints, with the low impact walking and
running path being eliminated, the paved pathway is increased to 10’ wide. The layout was developed enabling
the preservation of existing trees, site features and grades.

Implementation of the Purple Path will result in improved safety for pedestrians and bicyclists by providing
bicyclists a safer alternative to traveling on the vehicular roadways, and by improving safety at roadway crossing
points through ADA-compliant curb cuts and improved crosswalk warning striping and signage.

SHOWCASE SECTION

PURPLE PATH ROUTE AND DESIGN TECHNICAL SHEETS

PHOTO-SIMULATED RENDERING

UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST / TRICENTENNIAL DRIVE
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PROPOSED CROSS CAMPUS SPINE

The Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) and Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA) have
been working for several years to develop a Transportation Spine to connect downtown Albany with the Harriman
Campus, UAlbany, and the Crossgates Mall. Central to the Transportation Spine concept is the Bus Rapid Transit
System, or BRT, which is essentially a high-speed bus with limited, strategic BRT stop locations, and ideally a
dedicated bus-only route to facilitate rapid transit. A BRT study is currently being completed by IBI Group.

Various routes have been proposed for the BRT, both on and off the UAlbany campus. The Harriman Campus-
University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study proposed a route through the campus running along Justice
Drive, south of Indian Quad, then through the Dutch Quad to a stop adjacent to the Podium and thence to
Tricentennial Drive. Due to concerns that routing the BRT through Dutch Quad would violate the pedestrian
character of the Quad and would be inconsistent with the Quad Concepts developed under the Landscape Master
Plan and accepted by UAlbany, this study recommended the alteration of the proposed route. Further discussion
with the BRT study team resulted in the revision of the proposed route to instead continue to the south of Dutch
Quad, then from Dutch Gold parking lot to Alumni Drive to Fuller Road.

In anticipation of the BRT, and in concert with the Transportation Spine concept proposed in the Harriman
Campus-University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study, this study recommended the creation of a Cross
Campus Spine to accommodate the BRT as well as pedestrians and bicyclists. The proposed Cross Campus Spine
would also include improvements to strengthen the existing north-south route utilized by other bus routes to the
west of SEFCU Arena, improvements to the north-south service drive to the east of Indian Quad, and pedestrian
walkways for connection of the Cross Campus Spine to adjoining campus facilities. The Cross-Campus Spine
roadways would be limited to buses and service vehicles (via signage) through the core of the campus to prevent
cut-through traffic. Public access would still be provided to the Physical Education parking lot from the south,
UKids Daycare from the west, and University Police from the east.

PROPOSED CROSS CAMPUS SPINE ALIGNMENT 

NANOTECH 
CAMPUS

UNIVERSITY AT ALBANY 

UPTOWN CAMPUS

McKOWNVILLE



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

ES - 11

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations of this study are summarized in the following tables, and are presented based on priority, with
Vehicular & Pedestrian Safety Concerns being first priority, General Circulation Improvements second priority, and Other
Improvements third priority. The section of this study containing each recommendation is indicated. Opinions of Probable
Cost are based on 2011 construction. Installation of ADA-compliant curb ramps at all non-compliant locations should be
performed with adjacent construction alterations.

All individual projects listed could be constructed within a single construction season or a lesser duration.

PRIORITY 1 – VEHICULAR & PEDESTRIAN SAFETY CONCERNS

RECOMMENDATION STUDY
SECTION

OPINION OF 
PROBABLE COST 

(2011)
Provide Additional Crosswalk Warning Systems (Signage and Striping) 5 $ 15,000

Re-stripe faded crosswalk striping 5 Performed by Campus

Correct Inappropriately Signed Intersections 4 Performed by Campus

Speed Limit Sign Replacement 4 Performed by Campus

Maximize available intersection sight distance at University Drive East/Justice 
Drive (Intersection 2) by maintaining vegetation on northwest side of 
intersection until intersection  is relocated as part of DASNY Housing Project.

2 Performed by Campus

Stripe off parking spaces on Carillon Drive East southeast of University Hall, to 
ensure emergency vehicle access to sidewalk along east side of University Hall.

3 Performed by Campus
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PRIORITY 2 - GENERAL CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS

RECOMMENDATION STUDY 
SECTION

OPINION OF 
PROBABLE COST 

(2011)
Implement Signage Replacement Plan for compliance with MUTCD retro-
reflectivity requirements and other MUTCD standards. (Section 4 – Second 
and Third Priority Action Items)

4 Performed by Campus

Intersection Reconfigurations 2

University Drive/Wash. Ave. East Entrance Road Intersection (Int. 3) $ 128,000

University Drive/Western Avenue Entrance Road Intersection  (Int. 14) $ 1,000

Purple Path* 8

Phase 1-A (Constructed with Business School project) $ 405,000

Phase 1-B (Constructed with DASNY Student Housing project) $ 977,000

Phase 2-A $ 254,000

Phase 2-B $ 248,000 

Phase 3-A $ 340,000

Phase 3-B $ 296,000

Phase 3-C $ 581,000

Phase 3-D $ 121,000

Phase 4-A $ 236,000

Phase 4-B $ 333,000

Phase 4-C $ 423,000

Phase 4-D $ 469,000

Phase 4-E $ 387,000

Phase 4-F $ 388,000

Total Purple Path Phases 1,2,3,4 $5,458,000

Total Purple Path Phases 2,3,4 (excluding Phase 1) $4,076,000

Cross-Campus Spine 9 $ 5,237,000

Close Alumni Drive at Fuller Road (if BRT not implemented) 6 $ 15,000      

*Note: Purple Path costs include lighting.  Indicated costs may decrease if determined during design that adjacent street lighting 
is sufficient. 

PRIORITY 3 - OTHER IMPROVEMENTS

RECOMMENDATION STUDY
SECTION

OPINION OF 
PROBABLE COST 

(2011)
Walkway Maintenance Replacement Program (concrete flatwork with 
concurrent installation of ADA-Compliant Curb Ramps at non-compliant 
locations)

5 $125,000
Annual budget for 5 years

Campus Access Control 7

Alternate 1: 
Gatehouses/motorized gates at Collins Circle & Western Ave. 
Entrances
Motorized gate at Alumni Drive Entrance (for BRT)
Manual gates at all other entrances        

$408,000

Alternate 2: 
Gatehouses/motorized gates at Collins Circle & Western Ave. 
Entrances
Motorized gate at Alumni Drive Entrance (for BRT)
Motorized gates at all other entrances        

$470,000
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OVERVIEW

The University at Albany contracted Delta Engineers, Architects, and Land
Surveyors, P.C. (Delta) in February 2009 to conduct the Pedestrian & Traffic
Improvement Study for the Uptown Campus. Delta was assisted in this effort by
Trowbridge & Wolf Landscape Architects, LLP (TWLA), VJ Associates, Inc. (VJ) for
cost estimating, and by UAlbany students subcontracted through the Department
of Geography and Planning for the purpose of obtaining traffic counts.

The objective of this project was to improve the safety of the students, public, and
staff that utilize the Uptown Campus within a 5-year planning timeframe. Of
particular concern was pedestrian and vehicular interaction along University Drive
(the perimeter road), and the three public roadways that border the campus.
While a number of limited studies had previously been undertaken, a
comprehensive look at the entire campus was needed, taking into consideration
the recommendations of previous planning efforts as well as programmed campus
improvements. This study provided that service.

CAMPUS DESCRIPTION

The Uptown Campus and surrounding roadways are shown in the graphic on this
page. The campus is sited on approximately 470 acres. Roughly one fifth of the land
is located on the western side of Fuller Road, to the north and south of Washington
Avenue. The remaining four fifths, approximately 386 acres, is located on the
eastern side of Fuller Road. The latter area, where the majority of the campus
buildings are located, is shown in the graphic on this page and is bounded on the
north by Washington Avenue, on the south by Western Avenue, and on the east by
the Harriman State Office Campus. The campus was designed by the office of
Edward Durell Stone and constructed between the years 1964 and 1988. As
originally designed, all residential and academic buildings were built within a
perimeter road now designated as University Drive. As the campus has grown, it
has expanded beyond the perimeter road and crossed over Fuller Road as well. The
scope of this study was limited to the portion of the campus to the east of Fuller
Road.

CAMPUS ENROLLMENT

Uptown Campus student enrollment from 2000 to 2009 ranged between
approximately 15,650 students to 18,200 students, with the maximum enrollment
of 18,200 occurring in Fall semester 2008. Historically, student enrollment has
averaged approximately 6% higher in the Fall semester than in the following Spring
semester, due to student attrition. The maximum Spring semester enrollment
within the 2000-2009 period occurred in Spring 2009, with an enrollment of
approximately 17,200, which was also the period in which the majority of the
fieldwork for this study was conducted. The Department of Campus Planning has
indicated that student enrollment is not anticipated to increase within the 5-year
planning timeframe. Historical enrollment data is included in Appendix A.

1 - 1
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RELATED PROJECTS, STUDIES, AND PLANNING

Many related Campus projects currently programmed or under construction, as well as a number of previous studies and planning
documents, were considered in the completion of this Study for their effect on the existing pedestrian and vehicular traffic patterns.
These projects, studies, and planning documents included the following:

•Landscape Master Plan
-Quad & Parking Concepts
-Proposed Entrance Landscape Improvements

•Dutch Quad Improvements

•Proposed 500 Bed Housing Complex
-Feasibility Study and Options Analysis for New Student Housing
-Preliminary site plans

•Proposed Multi-Purpose Stadium
-Athletics and Recreation Master Plan (November 2004)
-Stadium Site Screening and Concept Design Report (December 2008)

• Proposed growth at College of Nanoscale Science & Engineering

•Fuller Road Reconstruction Project, including construction of a roundabout at the Fuller Road/Tricentennial Drive
intersection.

•Capital District Transportation Authority Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System planning (ongoing)

•Proposed Harriman Connector Road (link Between UAlbany and the Harriman Complex)
-Harriman Campus-University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study (May 2007)
-Provide Connector Road between U Albany Campus and Harriman Ring Road-Preliminary Design Report (August
2007)

•Proposed Business School

•Purple Path
-The Purple Path Graduate Planning Studio Report (Fall 2005)
-Purple Path Showcase Section Bid Documents (July 2007)

•The Golden Grid; Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan (December 2006)

•Traffic Survey conducted by the University Police Department (October 6, 2006)

•Proposed Indian Pond Naturewalk

This study reflects both the anticipated impact of the above items and the deficiencies that currently exist, offering a conservative
resolution to both. Projects with the potential for significant impacts to this study are discussed in the remainder of this section, along
with this study’s conclusions relative to the potential impacts.

1 - 2

STUDY ORGANIZATION

This remainder of this study begins in this Section with a discussion of related projects, studies, and planning affecting this
study. Subsequent sections of the study have been generally grouped into the categories of Existing Conditions and
Concepts, Network Layout Concepts which build on the findings and recommendations of the review of existing conditions,
and Recommendations. Accordingly, the study is organized as follows:

Section 1: Introduction

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND CONCEPTS
Section 2: Analysis of Major Intersections
Section 3: Emergency Vehicle Access
Section 4: Traffic Control Devices
Section 5: Walkways and Crosswalks

NETWORK LAYOUT CONCEPTS
Section 6: Campus Access Reconfiguration Options
Section 7: Campus Access Control
Section 8: Purple Path

Section 8A: Purple Path Route Assessment Drawings
Section 8B: Proposed Purple Path Route Alignment Drawings

Section 9: Proposed Cross Campus Spine

RECOMMENDATIONS
Section 10: Summary of Recommendations

ABBREVIATIONS

The following is a list of abbreviations used in this study:

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act
BRT Bus Rapid Transit
CDTA Capital District Transportation Authority
CDTC Capital District Transportation Committee
CESTM Center for Environmental Sciences and Technology Management
CNSE College of Nanoscale Science and Engineering
DY Design Year
LOS Level of Service
MUTCD Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
NYSDOT New York State Department of Transportation
TCD Traffic Control Devices
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LANDSCAPE MASTER PLAN

A Landscape Master Plan was being completed for the campus by Trowbridge & Wolf Landscape Architects, LLP concurrently
with this study. Included in the Landscape Master Plan project were the development of Quad and Parking Concepts to
improve pedestrian and vehicular circulation and safety in the Quads and other areas, and Construction Drawings for Entrance
Landscape Improvements at five of the campus entrances, which had impacts on walkways and roadways at some of the
entrances. Sample sheets from the Quad and Parking Concept drawings and Entrance Landscape Improvements drawings are
shown on this page, with drawings for all Quads and the five entrances included in Appendix B.

The concepts and recommendations of this study were designed to integrate with the concepts proposed by the Landscape
Master Plan project.

QUAD CONCEPT DESIGNS

ENTRANCE LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS 
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500 BED HOUSING COMPLEX

A proposed 500 bed graduate student housing complex on the southeast side of campus is currently under design. Planning for this complex
was provided in the Feasibility Study and Options Analysis for New Student Housing by SLAM Architects. An excerpt of the relevant portion
of that study is shown below. Construction of the housing complex is currently planned to commence in Summer 2010. A photo rendering
of more recent plans for the complex, including the relocation of University Drive, is also shown on this page.

IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION

Traffic to and from the site will primarily travel along the
easterly internal loop road with access to Western Avenue and
Washington Avenue via 1 access and 3 accesses respectively.
Previous studies on the far western entrance to Washington
Avenue shows a LOS F during the peak periods. Without
improvements, this intersection will continue to operate at LOS
F. Additional analyses may be required to determine the
impact to the other accesses and internal roadway network.

The Institute of Transportation of Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual, 7th Edition, and ITE Land Use Code (LUC)
550, University/College, was used to estimate the number of
trips that could be generated during the AM and PM peak
periods. Assuming the 500 beds represent 500 new students,
and the regression equation, there could be an additional 221
trips during the peak hour of adjacent street traffic one hour
between 4 and 6 pm. This said, the plan for the proposed
housing development is to provided beds for current students
that are currently living off campus and driving onto campus.
Essentially these cars are already accounted for.

CONCLUSION – HOUSING COMPLEX

The trip generation volumes from the Feasibility Study and Options Analysis for New Student Housing
were verified against the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual.

This study concurs with the Feasibility Study’s conclusion that traffic will not actually increase, due to
the fact that the proposed housing development is intended to provide beds for students that are
currently living off campus and commuting to campus. Therefore these cars are already accounted for,
and the actual traffic volume campus-wide should not increase, and may even decrease in some
locations. Therefore, the trip generation numbers were not included in this study’s intersection
analysis.

A separate analysis of the localized effect of the housing complex on traffic was performed in the
University Place Pedestrian and Traffic Study by Delta Engineers, included with this study as Appendix B.

1 - 4

Excerpt from Feasibility Study and Options Analysis for New Student Housing by SLAM Architects.

PROPOSED HOUSING COMPLEX
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PARKING ANALYSIS

The parking analysis includes both a Parking Space Summary within a 15 minute
walking distance to the stadium (3/4 mile radius) and an Event Parking Summary
stating the projected parking required and provided for the initial 10,000 seats and
future expansions. Within a 3/4 mile radius there are approximately 7,210 available
spaces not including potential off-site parking at the neighboring Harriman Campus
Business Park. The projected ratio of patrons to automobiles is 3 1/2 occupants per
vehicle.

The University stated there is 50% on-campus parking availability on weekends.
Therefore, it is projected that enough parking is available to accommodate a
stadium with a capacity of 10,000 to 15,000 patrons. However, future build-outs
increasing stadium capacity above 15,000 seats would require either additional
parking facilities, the use of shuttles to off-site parking lots or a combination of
both.

Due to its proximity and current use, the Harriman Campus would be well suited for
off-site parking use by the University with potential to increase surface lot capacity
by approximately twice the current available space. The
University could also require all campus parking to be open during events thus
doubling existing capacity.

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

There are a total of 7,210 parking spaces on campus. However, for the purpose of
the traffic analysis, only primary campus parking lots totaling 5,197 spaces were
studied as the ability to control patron flow from larger lots is more feasible.
Smaller lots would be used for event staff parking.

As shown in the traffic diagram (this page), University Drive, a loop road that circles
most of the campus, feeds both into a collector road, Fuller Road, to the west and
two arterial roads, Washington Avenue and Western Avenue, to the north and
south respectively. There are five primary exits from the campus with four on
Washington Avenue and one on Western Avenue. However, Fuller Road was also
reviewed as a potential sixth exit during events due to the lack of exits on Western
Avenue. Because Fuller Road is fronted by a mix of both commercial and residential
properties, its use as an event exit could be opposed by the neighboring residential
property owners.

Projected vehicle quantities, based on parking lot locations, are shown at each exit.
Assuming the use of Fuller Road as an exit, 1,504 cars are projected to exit on to
Western Avenue and 3,693 on Washington Avenue at the completion of an event.

PROPOSED MULTI−PURPOSE STADIUM

A multi-purpose stadium is proposed in the southern
portion of campus. Planning for this complex was
provided in the Site Screening and Concept Design for
Multi-Purpose Stadium by HEERY International, Inc. An
excerpt of the relevant portion of that study is shown on
this page.

CONCLUSION – MULTI-PURPOSE STADIUM

This study concurs with the HEERY study’s results for
required and available event parking, and the results for
projected vehicle quantities at each exit. Though both
analyses are conservative, the traffic analysis is more
conservative than the parking analysis.

The HEERY traffic analysis data was not included in this
study’s intersection analyses for the following reasons:

• Stadium traffic will occur at different peaking times
(weekend) from the typical weekly traffic peak analyzed
by this study (weekday PM). While stadium events may
occur during a weekday PM, the campus parking lots are
already highly saturated in that timeframe, so the vast
majority of event parking would have to be off-campus.

• The HEERY study proposed a stadium capacity of
10,000 seats initially with a final build-out to 24,000. The
athletics plan, as currently envisioned and endorsed by
the University, caps the stadium at 10,000 seats. This is
significant because the existing stadium capacity is
10,000 seats. Therefore, the new stadium in its initial
capacity should not result in different traffic conditions
than currently.

• Increasing the capacity of campus roadways based on
stadium event conditions would not be recommended
as it would run counter to the goal of traffic calming on
University Drive under normal conditions.

This study’s recommendation for handling traffic from a
stadium event is to utilize police and/or event staff to
direct traffic.

1 - 5

Excerpt from the Site Screening and Concept Design for Multi-Purpose Stadium by HEERY International, Inc.
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FULLER ROAD RECONSTRUCTION

Design for the reconstruction of Fuller Road, an Albany County project, was completed while this
study was being performed. Construction of the project began in 2010, and includes the full
length of Fuller Road adjoining the campus, with the exception of the Fuller Road/Washington
Avenue intersection. The project also includes the construction of a roundabout at the Fuller
Road/Tricentennial Drive intersection, to improve the future performance of the intersection as
traffic volumes increase from growth at the Nanotech facility. Traffic analysis for the
reconstruction was provided in the Fuller Road Traffic Analysis by Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. An
excerpt of the relevant portion of that study is shown below.

Fuller & Tricentennial Dr
Base Year 11 520 113 119 38 96 52 425 17 68 72 139

DY Growth 12 580 126 133 42 107 58 474 19 76 80 155

Project 11 11 11 79 68 146

DY Total 23 580 126 133 53 107 58 474 30 155 148 301

1 - 6

Excerpt from Fuller Road Traffic Analysis, Greenman- Pedersen, Inc., February 11, 2008

CONCLUSION – FULLER ROAD RECONSTRUCTION

The projected CESTM traffic growth data from the Fuller Road
Traffic Analysis was utilized for this study’s intersection
analyses.

As well, Delta and Trowbridge & Wolf assisted the University
by providing review comments on the construction plans for
the Fuller Road project.

FUTURE TRAFFIC

The reconstruction of Fuller Road is expected to begin in 2009. For a major project
such as this, which will involve right-of-way acquisition and pavement and drainage
reconstruction, a Design Year twenty years from construction is appropriate. The
Study reviewed traffic counts from several sources over a period of several years, as
well as growth rates in previous studies. Many were for inconsistent sections, and no
clear trend was apparent. Based on CDTC estimated trends in the area a traffic growth
factor of 0.5% per year, or 11.6% for the twenty-two years to 2029, was used.

At two intersections traffic estimated for specific projects was added to the trend
estimates:

TRICENTENNIAL DRIVE

A major expansion of the office, research and technology activities is underway and
proposed for the CESTM site, west of Fuller Road. Data was provided by CESTM staff
and is added to the trend-based growth. The projected development will cause a
substantial increase in volume at the Tricentennial Drive intersection.

A potential development on the west side of Fuller Road, described as Fort Orange
Village in a 2001 SUNYA report, is not programmed and has not been included. Traffic
from other projects developed since that report is already reflected in the base year
traffic.

Design Year Growth (0.5% for 22 years)=11.6%
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BUS RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM (BRT)

The Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) and Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA) have been working for several
years to develop a Transportation Spine to connect downtown Albany with the Harriman Campus, UAlbany, and the Crossgates Mall. This
concept was discussed in the Harriman Campus-University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study by Nelson/Nygaard Consulting
Associates, May 2007. Central to the Transportation Spine concept is the Bus Rapid Transit System, or BRT, which is essentially a high-
speed bus with limited, strategic BRT stop locations, and ideally a dedicated bus-only route to facilitate rapid transit. BRT buses would
travel the route at 5 to 10 minute intervals during peak usage times. A BRT study is currently being completed by IBI Group.

Various routes have been proposed for the BRT, both on and off the UAlbany campus. An essential component to the route is the creation
of a connector road between UAlbany and the Harriman Campus. This connector road would likely be open to all forms of transit, and not
limited exclusively to the BRT. The Harriman Campus-University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study proposed a route from Harriman
to UAlbany, then through the campus running along Justice Drive, south of Indian Quad, then through the Dutch Quad courtyard to a stop
adjacent to the Podium and thence to Tricentennial Drive. Recommendations made by this study have resulted in the alteration of the
proposed route across the UAlbany campus to the route shown in the images on this page. Further discussion of the alteration of the
proposed route, as well as the recommended creation of a Cross Campus Spine to accommodate the BRT as well as pedestrians and
bicyclists, is discussed further in Section 9 of this report.

Proposed BRT Route images by IBI Group, April 2010

Image excerpted from Research Study: College Campus LRT/BRT Systems, IBI Group, September 2009

BRT Station at York University, 
Toronto, Ontario
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INTRODUCTION

Fifteen (15) intersections on the UAlbany campus and at the entrances from the adjoining streets were analyzed for this study, as
shown in the graphic on this page. The purpose of the analysis was to determine the Level of Service (LOS) ratings for each
intersection for the peak 1-hour traffic condition for both the Existing Condition and the Future Condition (Design Year 2015),
identify deficiencies with current configurations, and provide recommendations to improve LOS, configuration, and safety. A
description of the methodology and results of the analysis is presented in this Section.

DATA GATHERING & VALIDATION

Initial traffic counts were conducted by Delta staff at Intersection 7 (University Drive West/Washington Avenue West Entrance Road),
which is one of the busiest intersections on the UAlbany campus, to determine the peak mid-week traffic period. These counts were
conducted from 6:30 AM to 6:30 PM on Tuesday, March 31, 2009 and Wednesday, April 15, 2009, based on information from
UAlbany that Tuesday and Wednesday were the highest campus traffic days due to class schedules. The three-hour period
containing the peak traffic volume was determined to be on Wednesday from 3:30 PM to 6:30 PM.

Traffic counts were subsequently conducted at all fifteen (15) intersections to be analyzed, from 3:30 PM to 6:30 PM on Wednesday,
April 29, 2009. Regular classes were still in session on that date. These traffic counts included vehicles, heavy vehicles, bicycles, and
pedestrians crossing traffic. The counts were conducted by UAlbany students contracted through the Geography and Planning
Department, with supervision by Delta staff.

DATA VALIDATION

Traffic counts typically involve some margin of error due to the human factors involved. The raw traffic data was analyzed for
consistency and validated where possible by comparing adjacent intersections. Where significant discrepancies or questionable data
were found, the raw data was adjusted based on engineering judgment. The raw data was left intact in cases where minor
discrepancies were found. Additionally, it should be noted that slight differences in counts between adjacent intersections can in
some cases be attributed to the intersections having different peak 1-hour periods.

The validated traffic count data is included in Appendix C.
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EXISTING CONDITION

The Existing Condition LOS analysis was based on the validated PM peak hour traffic volumes from the April 29, 2009 traffic counts.

FUTURE CONDITION (DESIGN YEAR 2015)

The Design Year (DY) 2015 Condition included the following factors. These factors were added to the Existing Condition peak hour traffic
volumes to arrive at the DY 2015 traffic volumes.

• Higher fall semester enrollment factor (See Appendix A for the calculation of these factors).

o 4% vehicular traffic increase (for campus movements).

o 6% pedestrian increase (for all movements).

• Proposed Nanotech growth. (Traffic increase was applied to the Fuller Road / Tricentennial Drive intersection (Intersection
9) and the University Drive / Tricentennial Drive intersection (Intersection 8). See the “Fuller Road Reconstruction” portion
of Section 1 for supporting information.

• An increase of (24) southbound vehicles per hour traveling along University Drive from the proposed Harriman Connector
Road to the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance (applied to Intersections 1,2,14, and 15). These vehicles represent potential
cut-through traffic from the Harriman Connector Road to Western Avenue. See Appendix D for the calculation of this factor.

• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) traffic. An increase of (12) vehicles per hour, the anticipated maximum, was added to the
southbound right turn and eastbound left turn movements at the University Drive East/ Justice Drive intersection
(Intersection 2). See Appendix D for the calculation of this factor. Note that while the BRT is also anticipated to travel on
Alumni Drive, the BRT traffic was not added to the LOS analysis for Intersections 10 and 11 as Alumni Drive would be
restricted to BRT traffic only as discussed elsewhere in this study, resulting in a net decrease in traffic on Alumni Drive.

Traffic increases for the proposed 500-bed dormitory on the southeast portion of campus were not included in the DY 2015 condition
based on the assumption that there would be no net increase in traffic, as the new dormitory would be utilized by students who
currently commute to campus from off-campus residences. However, the potential localized increase in traffic for the campus
ingress/egress points at Western Avenue was evaluated in the separate University Place Pedestrian and Traffic Study (see Appendix E).

ANALYSIS RESULTS

An overview of the results of the LOS analysis for the Existing and DY 2015 Conditions without intersection improvements, and an
overview of the results of the analysis for the DY 2015 Condition with the intersection improvements recommended by this study or
being constructed as part of another project (Intersection 9 – Fuller Road/Tricentennial Drive), is shown in the graphics on the next page
and the table on the following page. Note that where the graphics on the next page indicate one or more poor or failing movements (LOS
E/F) at an intersection, it does not necessarily mean that the intersection is failing as a whole.

The subsequent pages show the results of the LOS Analysis for all movements at each intersection, including any recommended
improvements.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The intersections were analyzed under the different design conditions using Synchro 7 traffic analysis software to determine
Level Of Service (LOS) ratings for the individual turning movements of the intersections. All procedures used for the analysis
were in conformance with the Highway Capacity Manual. Reports for all analyses are included in Appendix C.

LOS for an intersection is defined by the Highway Capacity Manual as the average delay per vehicle. The New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) Highway Design Manual (HDM), Section 5.2.2.1, describes LOS as “a qualitative
measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, based on service measures such as speed and travel time,
freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and convenience. Levels of service are given letter designations, from A
to F, with LOS A representing the best operating condition and LOS F the worst.” The HDM indicates that “LOS C or better is
desirable and LOS D is the minimum for the design year of a noninterstate project.” The following table presents the criteria
for the various LOS letter designations:

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Level of Service
Signalized Intersection Delay 

Range (sec/vehicle)
Unsignalized Intersection Delay 

Range (sec/vehicle) Description of Performance

A < 10 < 10 Excellent

B > 10 and < 20 > 10 and < 15 Very Good

C > 20 and < 35 > 15 and < 25 Good

D > 35 and < 55 > 25 and < 35 Acceptable

E > 55 and < 80 > 35 and < 50 Poor

F > 80 > 50 Failing

* LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) – Average delay per vehicle (per 2000 
Institute of Transportation Engineers). 
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DY 2015 LOS DY 2015 LOS DY 2015 LOS DY 2015 LOS
Intersection Existing LOS without with Intersection Existing LOS without with

Intersection Level of Service (LOS) Ratings

University at Albany
Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study

Number Intersection Approach Movement (Turn) (Spring 2009) Improvements Improvements Number Intersection Approach Movement (Turn) (Spring 2009) Improvements Improvements
1 Univ. Dr. E / Univ. Plaza Univ. Dr. NB All A 8 Univ. Dr. W / Tricentennial Univ. Dr. NB All B B

Univ. Dr. SB All A Same as Exist. No Improvements Proposed Univ. Dr. SB All B C No Improvements Proposed
Univ. Plaza WB Left B Tricentennial EB All B B

Right A 9 Fuller Rd. / Tricentennial Fuller Rd. NB Left B B
2 Univ. Dr. E / Justice Dr. Univ. Dr. NB All A No Improvements Proposed Thru and Right C C Roundabout being

Univ. Dr. SB All A Same as Exist. (BRT may require a Fuller Rd. SB Left B C constructed by 
Justice Dr. EB All B preemptive signal) Thru and Right C C Albany County‐

3 Univ. Dr. E / Entrance Rd. E Univ. Dr. NB All A A C Tricentennial EB All D F Design LOS = A for
Univ. Dr. SB All A A B Tricentennial WB Left D D all approaches
Entr. Rd. WB All E F A Thru and Right D D

4 Wash. Ave. / Entrance Rd. E Wash. Ave. EB Left D 10 Fuller Rd. / Alumni Dr. Fuller Rd. NB All A Alumni to become BRT‐only
Thru B Fuller Rd. SB All A Same as Exist. (w/ preemptive signal) or
Right A No Improvements Proposed Alumni Dr. WB All F cut off from Fuller if no BRT

Wash. Ave. WB Left F Same as Exist. Problem is Off‐Campus 11 Univ. Dr. W / Alumni Dr. Univ. Dr. NB All A No Improvements Proposed
Thru and Right B (City of Albany) Univ. Dr. SB All A Same as Exist. (BRT may require a

Entr Rd NB All D Alumni Dr EB All B preemptive signal)Entr. Rd. NB All D Alumni Dr. EB All B preemptive signal)
Hotel Drive SB All C Parking Lot WB All B

5 Wash. Ave. / Collins Circle Dr. Wash. Ave. EB Left D 12 Univ. Dr. W / Great Dane Dr. Univ. Dr. NB All A
Thru A Univ. Dr. SB All A Same as Exist. No Improvements Proposed
Right A Great Dane Dr. EB All B

Wash. Ave. WB Left D Same as Exist. No Improvements Proposed 13 Fuller Rd. / Great Dane Dr.  Fuller Rd. NB All A No Improvements Proposed
Thru and Right B Fuller Rd. SB All A Same as Exist. due to small relative

Collins Cir. Dr. NB All C Great Dane Dr. WB All F volume from Great Dane
Shopping Plaza SB All C 14 Univ. Dr. W/ Entrance Rd. S Univ. Dr. EB All A A B

6 Wash. Ave. / I‐90 Exit 2 Wash. Ave. EB Left F Univ. Dr. WB All A A B
Thru and Right C No Improvements Proposed Entr. Dr. N Left C D A

Wash. Ave. WB Left F Source of problems is Right B B A
Thru and Right F Same as Exist. Off‐Campus 15 Western Av. / Entrance Rd. S Western Ave. EB All B

Entr. Rd. NB All F (City of Albany/NYSDOT) Western Ave. WB Thru B
I‐90 Exit 2 SB Left and Thru E Right A Same as Exist. No Improvements Proposed

Right A Entrance Rd. SB Left C
7 Univ. Dr. W / Entrance Rd. W Univ. Drive NB Thru A No Improvements Proposed Right C/ p p g

Right A as would degrade NB & SB
Entr. Rd. SB Left A Same as Exist. LOS and cause additional

Thru A delay to vehicles entering/
Univ. Drive WB All F exiting campus from Int. 6

  2 ‐ 4
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A

A

B

LEVEL OF SERVICE RATING 
FOR EACH RESPECTIVE 
TURNING LANE (RED
INDICATES UNACCEPTABLE 
LEVELS E AND F)

TRAFFIC VOLUMES FOR 
EACH RESPECTIVE THROUGH 
AND TURN MOVEMENT 
(VOLUMES INCLUDE 
VEHICLES, HEAVY VEHICLES, 
AND BICYCLES)

NAME OF APPROACH

LEGEND

**In the following descriptions the LOS ratings are displayed in the format shown below.

2 - 5

STOP SIGN 
(TRIANGLE FOR 
YIELD SIGN)
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INTERSECTION 1
UNIVERSITY DRIVE EAST / UNIVERSITY PLACE

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

2 - 6

A

A

A
B

A

A

A
B

INTERSECTION 2
UNIVERSITY DRIVE EAST / JUSTICE DRIVE

A

A

B

A

A

B

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

• Recommended Improvements: While no improvements are recommended due to LOS, there is insufficient sight
distance at this intersection for eastbound traffic on Justice Drive looking northbound on University Drive, creating a
safety concern (See APPENDIX F for field notes). Cutting back the brush at the northwest corner of the intersection
would allow a greater sight distance, but still not enough to satisfy New York State regulations for a major road speed of
25 mph. With the existing configuration, earth from the mound on the north side of Justice Drive should be removed to
increase the sight distance to the minimum 280 ft (85 meters). However, it should be noted that this intersection is
planned to be relocated as part of the 500-Bed Dormitory project.

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

• No improvements are recommended.
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U
N
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IV
E

A

A

E

INTERSECTION 3
UNIVERSITY DRIVE EAST / WASHINGTON AVENUE EAST ENTRANCE ROAD

•LOS for the entrance road westbound approach is poor (LOS=E) in the Existing Condition and failing (LOS=F) in the
Design Condition due only to the higher Fall semester enrollment factor.

•Recommended Improvements: Convert intersection to a 3-way stop and add yield-controlled right turn lanes on the
northbound and westbound approaches. These improvements result in acceptable LOS for all movements in the DY 2015
Condition.

2 - 7

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION
WITH IMPROVEMENTS

U
N

IV
ER

SI
TY

 D
R

IV
E

U
N

IV
ER

SI
TY

 D
R

IV
E

A

A

F

B

C

A

A

RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION LAYOUT
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• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions, except the left turn from Washington Avenue
onto the campus entrance road (LOS=F).

• This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Albany. The intersection will be further evaluated as part of the
upcoming Washington Avenue ITS Transit Signal Priority Project being conducted by the City of Albany, which will include
traffic signal updates and timing coordination.

INTERSECTION 4
WASHINGTON AVENUE / WASHINGTON AVENUE EAST ENTRANCE ROAD

2 - 8

D
B

B
A

B
B

F

C

D

D
B

B

B
B

F

C

D

A

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

INTERSECTION 5
WASHINGTON AVENUE / COLLINS CIRCLE ENTRANCE ROAD

C C

C
C

B

D
A

A
A

B
D

C C

C
C

B

D
A

A

B
D

A

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

• No improvements are recommended.

• This intersection is under the jurisdiction of the City of Albany. The intersection will be further evaluated as part of the
upcoming Washington Avenue ITS Transit Signal Priority Project being conducted by the City of Albany, which will include
traffic signal updates and timing coordination.
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INTERSECTION 6
WASHINGTON AVENUE / I-90 EXIT 2 / WASHINGTON AVENUE WEST ENTRANCE 
ROAD

•Intersection is failing as a whole (overall LOS=F) due to insufficient capacity on Washington Avenue and to/from I-90.

•Improvements to the LOS of this intersection would require major structural improvements.

•This intersection is under the jurisdiction of NYSDOT and the City of Albany, which would be responsible for any
improvements. The City owns and maintains Washington Avenue east of Fuller Road, but the NYSDOT maintains and
controls this intersection and traffic signal.

2 - 9

INTERSTATE 90
EXIT 2

INTERSTATE 90 
EXIT 2

C
C

E

C

A

F

F
F

E

F
F

F

F

C
C

E

C

A

F

F
F

E

F
F

F

F

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

INTERSECTION 7
UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST/WASHINGTON AVENUE WEST ENTRANCE ROAD

•LOS is acceptable for northbound and southbound approaches, but failing (LOS=F) for the westbound approach on University
Drive, in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

•During peak hour traffic conditions, northbound traffic stacks up through the intersection due to backup from the campus exit
at Washington Avenue (Intersection 6), reducing quality of the intersection and increasing delay.

•The addition of a right turn lane on the Westbound approach would result in LOS=B for the right turn, but the left turn would
remain failing (LOS=F).

•The addition of a traffic signal would require timing coordination with the NYSDOT traffic signal at Intersection 6. A traffic signal
could cause additional delay for traffic entering and exiting the campus at Intersection 6, and would degrade the LOS of the
northbound and southbound movements at Intersection 7.

•No improvements are recommended, as the LOS concerns cannot be rectified due to the close proximity to Intersection 6.

F
F

A

A

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

A

A

F
F

A

A

A

A
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INTERSECTION 8
UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST/TRICENTENNIAL DRIVE

2 - 10

B

B

B
A

C
B

B
A

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

• No improvements are recommended.
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INTERSECTION 9
FULLER ROAD / TRICENTENNIAL DRIVE

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions, except Tricentennial Drive eastbound exit from
CESTM/Freedom Quad becomes failing (LOS = F) in DY 2015 Condition due to CESTM growth.

• The design condition is being addressed by installation of a roundabout by Albany County, which will result in LOS = A for all
movements (see Reference Documents). See the graphic on this page for the proposed roundabout layout.

• The proposed roundabout layout was reviewed as part of this study, and the following recommendations were provided:

•Native Oak Trees recommended in lieu of County-proposed non-native Bradford Pear along Tricentennial
entrance to campus.
•Planting recommendations provided to County for buffering Empire Commons.
•Ornamental fence recommendations provided in lieu of County-proposed chain link fence.

PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT LAYOUT 
(BY ALBANY COUNTY)

2 - 11

C
B

D
D

B
C

D

C
C

D
D

B

F

C

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS
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INTERSECTION 10
FULLER ROAD  / ALUMNI DRIVE

•LOS is acceptable for the Fuller Road northbound and southbound approaches in both the Existing and DY 2015 Conditions. LOS
is failing (LOS=F) for the Alumni Drive approach exiting the campus in both the Existing and DY 2015 Conditions, but this
accounts for only 5% of the total intersection traffic volume.

•Installation of a roundabout or traffic signal is not recommended due to the low traffic volume from UAlbany, as it would
degrade overall intersection performance.

•Installation of a second exit lane from campus (designated left and right) would improve LOS for existing right turn movements,
but would not improve LOS for existing left turn movements. However, this option is not feasible due to spatial constraints.

•Recommended Improvements: Convert Alumni Drive to Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) use only; this would likely require a traffic signal
activated by the approach of the BRT. If the BRT does not become a reality, permanently close Alumni Drive at Fuller Road. This
option is recommended as discussed in Section 6: Campus Access Reconfiguration Options.

2 - 12

A

A

F

A

A

F

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

INTERSECTION 11
UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST/ALUMNI DRIVE

A

B

B
A

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

• No improvements are recommended.

A
B

B
A



SECTION 2:   ANALYSIS OF MAJOR INTERSECTIONS

PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

INTERSECTION 12
UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST/GREAT DANE DRIVE

2 - 13

A

B
B

A

U
N
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SI
TY

 
D

R
IV

E

A

B
B

A

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

• No improvements are recommended.

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

INTERSECTION 13
FULLER ROAD/GREAT DANE DRIVE

•LOS is acceptable for the Fuller Road northbound and southbound approaches in both the Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.
LOS is failing (LOS=F) for the Great Dane Drive approach exiting the campus in both the Existing and DY 2015 Conditions, but
this accounts for only 6% of the total intersection traffic volume.

•Installation of a roundabout or traffic signal is not recommended due to the low volume traffic from UAlbany, as it would
degrade overall intersection performance.

•Installation of a second exit lane from campus (designated left and right) would not improve LOS as 80% of traffic is turning
left.

•No improvements are recommended.

A

A

F

A

A

F

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS
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B

INTERSECTIONS 14 & 15
UNIVERSITY DRIVE/WESTERN AVENUE ENTRANCE ROAD (INT. 14)
WESTERN AVENUE/WESTERN AVENUE ENTRANCE ROAD (INT. 15)

2 - 14

• LOS is acceptable for all movements in both Existing and DY 2015 Conditions.

• Intersection 15 (Western Avenue/Western Avenue Entrance Road) is under the jurisdiction of NYSDOT.

• Recommended Improvements:

o While Existing and DY 2015 Condition LOS are acceptable, it is recommended to convert the University Drive portion of the entrance (Intersection 14) to a 3‐way stop, by adding stop signs to both the eastbound and westbound lanes of University Drive, as
shown in the graphic on this page. This recommendation, while not triggered by an “action level” LOS (E or F), would improve the overall performance of this intersection to LOS A or B for all movements in the DY 2015 condition, versus having the northbound
left turn onto University Drive be LOS D without the addition of these stop signs. The addition of the stop signs would also have the benefit of slowing down traffic on this portion of University Drive. All LOS for the various movements at Intersection 15 in the
DY 2015 condition are LOS C or better.

o Roadway reconfiguration and walkway improvements included in the UAlbany Landscape Master Plan Entrance Landscape Improvements project by Trowbridge and Wolf Landscape Architects, LLP are shown in the graphics on the following page. These
improvements are not included in the ranked order of work items and cost estimate for this study.

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

EXISTING CONDITION 
WITHOUT IMPROVEMENTS

DESIGN YEAR 2015 CONDITION 
WITH IMPROVEMENTS

C C

D
B
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A

B
B

B

A
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B
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B
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RECONFIGURATION OF NORTHERN
END OF MEDIAN TO ADDRESS CURB
JUMPING

NEW WALKWAYS TO WESTERN AVENUE

EXISTING MEDIAN- WORN AREA WHERE 
TRUCK WHEELS JUMP CURB

2 - 15

Image from Construction Drawings for Entrance Landscape Improvements – Landscape Master Plan Spring 2010 by Trowbridge & Wolf Landscape Architects, LLP 
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PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

INTRODUCTION

Due to the rectangular construct of the interior roads, there was a concern that emergency
vehicles would have trouble accessing the four Quads and the Podium in the case of a fire or other
emergencies because of curb radii and other obstructions. Using a road geometry software called
Auto-Turn, possible emergency vehicle access routes were modeled for accessibility to all buildings
on campus using the existing paved surfaces. Based on information provided by the City of Albany
Fire Department, the largest vehicle that would need to navigate the UAlbany campus, the Rescue
Truck, was used as the design vehicle.

The results of the analysis, which involved almost every road on campus, revealed places where
the edges of the vehicle, and/or the wheels, left the roadway or encountered another obstruction.

DESIGN VEHICLE

RESCUE TRUCK– Dimensions obtained from City of Albany Fire Department

Wheel Base: 229 inches
Width: 98 inches
Rear Overhang: 85 inches
Front Overhang: 87.75 inches

RESTRICTIONS

There were six locations with access issues; all were in the Quad areas and were minor, and will be
addressed by the Landscape Master Plan Quad Concept Designs. Short-term recommendations are
provided at location 4.

1. Colonial Drive - East of Colonial Quad
2. Carillon Drive West – South of Colonial Quad
3. State Drive – West of State Quad
4. Carillon Drive East – Southwest of State Quad
5. Center Drive West – Intersection in Front of Education Building
6. Dutch Drive – East of Dutch Quad

• 5• 1• 2
• 3• 4

• 6
• 5

3- 1
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RESTRICTION 1

At the eastern end of Colonial Drive near the visitors lot the truck wheels
leave the roadway and run on what is presently a mixture of earth and gravel
serving as both pedestrian footpath and quad parking.

RESTRICTION 2

At the eastern end of Carillon Drive West near the visitors lot the truck
wheels leave the roadway and run on the gravel footpath and quad parking
area.

RESTRICTION 3

On State Drive west of State Quad the truck wheels leave the roadway and
run on what is presently State Quad parking when turning to/from the
sidewalk to the east of University Hall. Also, the wheels may run on the
walkway that parallels State Drive.

RESTRICTION 4

On Carillon Drive East southwest of State Quad the truck encounters
interference from parked cars, when turning to/from the sidewalk to the east
of University Hall.

RESTRICTION 5

On Center Drive West at the intersection in front of Education Building the
truck wheels leave the roadway to run on a gravel garden area.

RESTRICTION 6

On Dutch Drive east of Dutch Quad the truck wheels leave the roadway to
run on the grass at the roadside.

RECOMMENDATION:
No action is necessary. The truck will not be impeded by the roadside material.

RECOMMENDATION:
No action is necessary. The truck will not be impeded by the roadside
material.

RECOMMENDATION:
No action is necessary. The truck will not be impeded by the roadside
material or the pedestrian footpath.

RECOMMENDATION:
The interfering parking spaces should be striped off to ensure that no
vehicles are parked there during an emergency.

RECOMMENDATION:
No action is necessary. The truck will not be impeded by the gravel garden
area.

RECOMMENDATION:
No action is necessary. The truck will not be impeded by the grass at the
roadside.

3 - 2
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PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

INTRODUCTION

On-campus traffic control devices were evaluated by this study for
conformance with the applicable regulatory requirements and design
standards, appropriateness or excesses, traffic signage, and other factors. This
section begins with a discussion of the applicable regulatory requirements, and
then provides this study’s findings and recommendations for the campus.

NEW YORK CODES, RULES, AND 

REGULATIONS (NYCRR) 

Shortly after New York regulations go into effect they are codified in the
Official Compilation of the Rules and Regulations of the State of New York,
better known as the NYCRR. The NYCRR primarily contains state agency rules
and regulations adopted under the State Administrative Procedure Act (SAPA).
The rules and regulations contained in the NYCRR are legally binding. Non-
compliance with the NYCRR may result in a significant increase in tort liability.

The two segments of the NYCRR that are applicable to this study are the New
York State Supplement to the National MUTCD (mentioned on the next page in
the MUTCD section of this study) and the Education Law dictating vehicular and
pedestrian traffic regulations specific to the UAlbany campus (included in the
Department of Transportation section and the Department of Education
section, respectively) .

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

EDUCATION LAW: STATE UNIVERSITY OF 

NEW YORK AT ALBANY

A clause in Section 1623 of the New York Vehicle and Traffic Law
(APPENDIX G) gives the board of trustees of the State University of New
York the authority to prohibit, restrict or regulate traffic on the grounds
of institutions of the State University of New York. This clause is repeated
in the New York Education law Section 5708 (APPENDIX G) which gives
the board of trustees the right to police the grounds of and regulate
traffic within institutions of the State University of New York. The
codified regulations are found under Title 8, Part 561 (APPENDIX H).

Section 561.2 of this legislation gives specific speed limits to each road on
campus, and specific signage to each intersection.

Many of the changes that have been made to the campus’ traffic control
devices have been appropriate as the campus has changed. Title 8 should
be revised to reflect the current conditions as modified by implemented
recommendations of this study.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NATIONAL MUTCD AND THE NEW 

YORK STATE SUPPLEMENT

Together, the National Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and
the New York State Supplement constitute the "uniform system of traffic
control devices" required by Section 1680 of the New York State Vehicle
and Traffic Law. (See the MUTCD section of this study - next page.)

Changes to the National MUTCD which are included in the New York
State Supplement that impact this study mainly concern signage
placement. The NYS Supplement includes additional types of signs,
spacing requirements, and other regulations.

4 - 1
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MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL

DEVICES (MUTCD)

NATIONAL TRAFFIC SIGNAGE STANDARDS

The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) defines the standards used by
road managers nationwide to install and maintain traffic control devices on all streets and
highways. The MUTCD is published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) under
23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 655, Subpart F.

NEW YORK STATE STANDARDS

New York State adopted the National MUTCD along with a State Supplement, effective
September 2007. According to the New York State Department of Transportation website:

“On December 16, 2009, FHWA released the 2009 Edition of the National MUTCD. It
became effective on January 15, 2010; under New York State law the 2009 Edition was
automatically adopted on this date. The New York State Supplement is being updated via
the New York State regulatory process to account for changes in the National MUTCD,
with a final revision tentatively anticipated for release by the end of 2010. The current
version of the Supplement is the 2007 Edition including revision #1, which became
effective March 19, 2008. There may be conflicts between guidance presented in the
2009 National MUTCD and the current Supplement. As these issues arise, interim
guidance will be developed and made available on this website.”

OBJECTIVE OF THE MUTCD

Traffic control devices (TCD) are very critical for the safe and efficient transportation of
people and goods. The MUTCD, by setting minimum standards and providing guidance,
ensures uniformity of traffic control devices across the nation. The use of uniform TCDs
(messages, location, size, shapes, and colors) helps reduce crashes and congestion, and
improves the efficiency of the surface transportation system. Uniformity also helps reduce
the cost of TCDs through standardization. The MUTCD is a dynamic document that
changes with time to address contemporary safety and operational issues.

Complying with MUTCD standards will increase the safety of vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian traffic by standardizing signage and improving traffic awareness. Consistency
between the surrounding public roads and the UAlbany campus roadways will reduce
driver confusion and thus accident frequency.

KEY FEATURES OF THE MUTCD

The central purpose of the MUTCD is to ensure that traffic control devices are
uniform across the nation. The uniformity of these devices such as stop signs,
crossing signs, caution signs, and speed limit signs ensure that they are easily
understood and consistently recognized. This consistency increases highway
safety, improves traffic flow, and decreases accidents on streets and highways.
By giving drivers consistent, uniform sign messages wherever they travel, it
decreases their confusion and adds to their overall safety.

All public agencies across the nation rely on the MUTCD to bring uniformity to
the roadway. The MUTCD plays a critical role in improving safety and mobility of
all road users.

The MUTCD is the law governing all traffic control devices. Non-compliance of
the MUTCD ultimately can result in loss of federal-aid funds as well as significant
increase in civil liability.

MUTCD is kept current and relevant through a process in which stakeholders,
practitioners, and contractors offer input as to the structure and content of the
manual.

MUTCDCOMPLIANCE AS A LEGAL

OBLIGATION

LEGAL STATUS OF THE MUTCD

The MUTCD is adopted by reference in accordance with Title 23, United States
Code, Section 109(d) and Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 655.603, and
is approved as the national standard for designing, applying, and planning traffic
control devices.

APPLICATION OF THE MUTCD

As provided in Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 655.603 states that
the MUTCD is the national standard for all traffic control devices installed on any
street, highway, or bicycle trail open to public travel.

The meaning of the phrase "open to public travel" as it applies to applicability of
the MUTCD is defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 655.603(a) as
including "toll roads and roads within shopping centers, parking lot areas, airports,
sports arenas, and other similar business and/or recreation facilities that are
privately owned but where the public is allowed to travel without access
restrictions." This definition was added to the CFR in 2006.

4 - 2



SECTION 4:   TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

EXISTING SPEED LIMITS

The majority of the UAlbany campus is signed at either 15 or 25 miles per hour (mph).
Twenty-five mph roads include the campus loop road (University Drive) and Collins Circle,
which constantly admit traffic from surrounding public roads such as Washington Avenue
and Western Avenue (signed 45 and 40 mph, respectively.) University Drive is considered
to be a major perimeter road and thus is yielded to by minor interior roads. The interior
roads, when they are posted, are generally signed 15 mph with the exception of the
portion of the road south of Dutch Quad near the day care center, which is signed 5 mph.

As mentioned in the previous RELEVANT CODE/LEGISLATION – NYCRR section of this
study, New York State Education Law dictates that the permissible posted speed limit of
every road on campus is identified. According to Title 8, Part 561 of the Education Law
(see excerpt below, also Appendix H), the speed limit of the perimeter road (and by
inference, the access roads from the surrounding streets) is 30 mph, in conflict with the
existing posted speed limit of 25 mph. Part 561 also specifies that the speed limit for all
other roads (also indicated as service roads) and parking lots is 15 mph.

SPEED STUDY

A speed study was conducted using a radar gun at various locations on University Drive.
The results of the speed study are shown on the map at the points from which the data
was taken, represented by letters (A through F). The speeds shown represent the 85th

percentile speed of 50 free flowing vehicles in both clockwise and counterclockwise
directions on the loop road. Data sheets for both directions at each point can be found in
APPENDIX I.

EXISTING SPEED LIMITS AND SPEED STUDY RESULTS

Title 8, Part 561 of the New York State Education Law  Current through April 30, 
2009. 

Section 561.2.* Traffic control. 

(a) Pursuant to authority conferred by the New York State Education Law, the
following traffic regulations are established on the grounds of the State University of
New York at Albany, in the City of Albany and in the Town of Guilderland, Albany
County.

(1) 15 MPH is the maximum speed limit at which vehicles may proceed on or along all
roadways, except on the following roadway:

(i) Perimeter Road.

(2) 30 MPH is the maximum speed limit at which vehicles may proceed on or along
the following roadway:

(i) Perimeter Road.

Section 561.3 * Parking regulations.

(j) The speed limit on Perimeter Road is 30 miles per hour and the speed limit in  
parking areas and on service roads is 15 miles per hour.
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DESIGN SPEED

Although the U Albany Campus perimeter road is posted at 25 mph, the road appears to have been designed for a speed of 30 mph. Two main factors that limit the legal maximum speed on local urban streets are Stopping Sight Distance and Curve Radius. Four of the sharpest
curves on University Drive were examined to determine if the loop road is currently compliant with New York State Department of Transportation stopping sight distance and curve radius standards for a posted speed of 30 mph. The results of this study show that University
Drive meets both curve radii and stopping sight distance requirements for a 30 mph speed limit, with the exception of the stopping sight distance south of Dutch Quad near the SEFCU Arena.

SOUTH OF DUTCH QUAD NEAR SEFCU ARENA

MINIMUM 30 mph CURVE 
RADIUS (250 ft.)

EXISTING ROAD CURVATURE

SOUTH OF SEFCU ARENA

MINIMUM 30 mph CURVE 
RADIUS (250 ft.)

EXISTING ROAD CURVATURE

NORTH OF COLONIAL QUAD

MINIMUM 30 mph CURVE 
RADIUS (250 ft.)

EXISTING ROAD CURVATURE

BETWEEN JUSTICE DRIVE AND THE BOOR SCULPTURE STUDIO

MINIMUM 30 mph CURVE 
RADIUS (250 ft.)

EXISTING ROAD CURVATURE

CURVE RADIUS

NORTH OF COLONIAL QUAD

MINIMUM 30 mph STOPPING 
SIGHT DISTANCE (200 ft.)

SOUTH OF DUTCH QUAD NEAR SEFCU ARENA

MINIMUM 30 mph STOPPING 
SIGHT DISTANCE (200 ft.)

SOUTH OF SEFCU ARENA

MINIMUM 30 mph STOPPING 
SIGHT DISTANCE (200 ft.)

BETWEEN JUSTICE DRIVE AND THE BOOR SCULPTURE STUDIO

MINIMUM 30 mph STOPPING 
SIGHT DISTANCE (200 ft.)

STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE

*Here the stopping sight 
distance is about 160 ft, 
barely satisfactory for a 25 
mph road, but failing for a 
30 mph road.  See 
APPENDIX H for field notes.
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700 ft.

1650 ft.

2850 ft.

1350 ft.

750 ft.

900 ft.

2950 ft.

1000 ft.

900 ft.

3150 ft.

400 ft.

2100 ft.

1350 ft.

1350 ft.

2950 ft.

1600 ft.

750 ft.

750 ft.

1050 ft.

550 ft. 600 ft.

1650 ft.

1750 ft.

1100 ft.

250 ft.

1000 ft.

250 ft.

650 ft.

SPEED LIMIT SIGN

University Drive is currently signed at 25 mph and should remain unchanged.
According to state law, the only speed limit sign that can legally dictate the speed
limit of a specific road is an R2-1 sign. An R2-1 sign is used to set linear speed
limits. Currently the loop road is signed using some R2-1 signs and some NYR2-3 or
AREA speed limit signs. The mixture of sign types, and also the non-compliance of
existing sign dimensions present a deficiency in both uniformity and in sign
condition.

SPEED LIMIT SIGN SPACING

According to the New York State Supplement to the National MUTCD:

Section 2B.18 – LOCATION OF SPEED LIMIT SIGNS

A R2-1 sign shall be placed at, or as near as practicable to, the beginning of a
linear speed limit facing traffic entering the restriction. Additional R2-1 signs
shall be placed at intervals throughout restrictions longer than 1100 feet.

Additional R2-1 within a linear speed limit restriction should be suitably placed to
remind motorists on the highway, as well as inform motorists entering the
highway, of the speed limit. The first intermediate sign within a linear speed limit
restriction should be placed a maximum of 1100 feet from the first R2-1 sign.
The spacing between subsequent intermediate signs should not exceed the distance
produced by multiplying the speed limit (in miles per hour) by 100.

There are four places where the distance between speed limit signs exceeds the
legal maximum.

R2-1
LINEAR SPEED LIMIT

NYR2-3
AREA SPEED LIMIT

EXISTING SPEED LIMIT SIGN SPACING 
(LOOP ROAD ONLY)

LEGEND

SPEED LIMIT SIGN FACING CLOCKWISE TRAFFIC

SPEED LIMIT SIGN FACING COUNTERCLOCKWISE 
TRAFFIC

SPEED LIMIT SIGN FACING TRAFFIC ENTERING 
LOOP ROAD

DIRECTION OF CLOCKWISE TRAFFIC

DIRECTION OF COUNTERCLOCKWISE TRAFFIC

DISTANCE BETWEEN CLOCKWISE FACING SIGNS 
(TO THE NEAREST 50 ft.)

DISTANCE BETWEEN  COUNTERCLOCKWISE 
FACING SIGNS (TO THE NEAREST 50 ft.)

AREAS WHERE SIGN SPACING IS DEFICIENT
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RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMITS

According to the New York State Supplement to the MUTCD:

Section 2B.13
There are three types of speed limits:

Linear Speed Limit -- A linear speed limit is one which applies along a
particular highway, or along a portion of a particular highway.

Area Speed Limit -- An area speed limit is one which applies to all highways
within a specified area, except those specifically excluded. The area may be
an entire municipality, or only a portion thereof. The defined area may also
be the grounds of a school, hospital, or other institution.

Statewide Speed Limit -- The statewide speed limit is established by the New
York State Vehicle and Traffic Law, and is applicable on all highways where
other speed limits have not been established

UNIVERSITY DRIVE

The statewide speed limit does not apply to University Drive. University
Drive also does not qualify for an area speed limit because it is a single
continuous road and the interior campus roads are signed with a different
maximum speed. University Drive is best suited for a linear speed limit (sign
R2-1). These signs should read “SPEED LIMIT 25”.

INTERIOR ROADS AND PARKING LOTS

All interior campus roads are signed at 15 mph. Because these roads have a
uniform maximum limit and are within a defined area, they should be given
an area speed limit (sign NYR2-3). These signs should read “AREA SPEED
LIMIT 15”. The section of road by UKids Daycare should remain a linear
speed limit of 5 mph (sign R2-1, reading “SPEED LIMIT 5”) as long as the
road remains in the current configuration. If the recommended realignment
(Cross Campus Spine) outlined in Section 9 of this study is implemented, this
section should become just a part of the area speed limit at 15 mph. Parking
lot entrances should be signed with “AREA SPEED LIMIT 15” signs as well, as
the UAlbany parking lots have an enforceable speed limit under Title 8, Part
561 of the Education Law.

Due to existing discrepancies, UAlbany should ensure that Title 8 reflects the
recommended speed limits.

RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMITS

RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMITS

UALBANY SPEED LIMITS

25 mph (Linear Speed Limit)

15 mph (Area Speed Limit)

15 mph (Linear Speed Limit)

5 mph (Linear Speed Limit)

UNIVERSITY DRIVE
R2-1

INTERIOR AREA
NYR2-3

4 - 6



SECTION 4:   TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

900 ft.

1550 ft.

950 ft.750 ft.

600 ft.

1550 ft.

1300 ft.

950 ft.

1300 ft.

1000 ft.

1600 ft.

900 ft.

1600 ft.

850 ft.

1100 ft.

1650 ft.

1650 ft.

1750 ft.

900 ft.

950 ft.

1750 ft.
1700 ft.

1700 ft.

1050 ft.

1700 ft.
1700 ft.

1800 ft.

1800 ft.

1800 ft.

1800 ft.

*Signs placed in 
sets for both 
organizational and 
maintenance 
proposes.

*15 mph area 
speed limit signs 
placed at the 
entrance to each 
interior road and 
parking lot.

1100 ft.

750 ft.

*Start and end 5 
mph day care zone 

*25 mph speed limit sign to 
remind drivers that Collins 
Circle is part of University 
Drive.

LEGEND

SPEED LIMIT SIGN FACING CLOCKWISE 
TRAFFIC

SPEED LIMIT SIGN FACING 
COUNTERCLOCKWISE TRAFFIC

SPEED LIMIT SIGN FACING TRAFFIC 
ENTERING CAMPUS

15 MPH AREA SPEED LIMIT FACING TRAFFIC 
ENTERING INTERIOR ROAD NETWORK AND 
PARKING LOTS

DIRECTION OF CLOCKWISE TRAFFIC

DIRECTION OF COUNTERCLOCKWISE TRAFFIC

DISTANCE BETWEEN CLOCKWISE FACING 
SIGNS (TO THE NEAREST 50 ft.)

DISTANCE BETWEEN  COUNTERCLOCKWISE 
FACING SIGNS (TO THE NEAREST 50 ft.)

RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMIT SIGN SPACINGSPEED LIMIT SIGN SPACING

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. R2-1 signs should be placed at each of the major entrances to the loop road.
2. A second sign is placed within 1100 ft in both clockwise and counterclockwise directions.
3. Subsequent signs are placed at less than 2500 ft increments in both clockwise and counterclockwise

directions.
4. Speed limit signs facing clockwise and counterclockwise directions should be placed close together (in

sets) for both organizational and maintenance purposes.
5. NYR2-3 signs should be placed at the entrance to each interior road and parking lot.

24 in.

30 in.

**All  speed limit signs should be 24 in. by 30 in. 

R2-1 SIGN

4 - 7

24 in.

NYR2-3 SIGN

RECOMMENDED SIZE
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AREAS OF HIGH SPEED VIOLATION

The sections of University Drive where traffic has proven to generally move at a
higher speed than the posted limit are mainly the less congested areas, in
particular, the vicinity of Justice Drive, south of SEFCU arena, and north of State
Quad.

33.5 
mph

34.8 
mph

34.3 
mph

32.7 
mph

36.6 
mph

33.2 
mph

AREAS OF HIGH PEDESTRIAN ACTIVITY

Sections of University Drive which see a large amount of pedestrian activity
are located between academic areas and other student facilities such as
Empire Commons. The section of the loop road between the Northwest Gold
Lot and Tri-Centennial Drive is of special concern.

24.8

25.3

TRAFFIC CALMING – OVERVIEW

The US Federal Highway Administration defines traffic calming as:

Although traffic calming measures are “mainly physical”, the non-physical method of
increased enforcement of campus speed limits is an effective and viable option. This
study takes in possibilities of:

•STRUCTURAL TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 

•SPEED LIMIT ENFORCEMENT

STRUCTURAL MEASURES

Structural traffic calming measures use physical tactics to slow vehicles down in a
particular area. This could include a structural narrowing of the drive lane, speed
bumps, raised intersection tables, etc. These traffic calming measures should not be
used indiscriminately across campus to slow people down. Instead, these permanent
structures should be used more as protective measures in areas of high pedestrian
activity or multiple pedestrian crossing locations. Several different types of structural
measures are presented on the following page. However, none of these are currently
recommended for implementation in projects recommended by this study.

SPEED LIMIT ENFORCEMENT

Speed limit enforcement is a temporary traffic calming measure that is used to
discourage high speed violations. This should not be used explicitly for pedestrian
protection, but rather for general areas of high speed violation.

”The combination of mainly physical measures that reduce the 
negative effects of motor vehicle use and improve conditions 
for non-motorized street users.”
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RAISED INTERSECTION TABLES AND CROSSWALKS

Raised intersections and raised pedestrian crossings have a similar effect as speed humps, only they are longer. Often raised
intersection tables are constructed with an alternate surface treatment such a brick or marble pavers. A raised table can also be
used for a standard pedestrian crossing to achieve a similar effect.

SPEED BUMPS / SPEED HUMPS

Speed bumps or speed humps are velocity-reducing features of road design to
slow traffic or reduce through traffic. A speed bump is a bump in a roadway with
heights typically ranging between 3 and 4 inches. The length of speed bumps are
typically less than or near to 1 foot; whereas speed humps are longer (between 4
and 5 feet).

MEDIAN STRIPS

Raised medians or medians strips are long raised sections of concrete flatwork, grass or other material which separates opposing
lanes of traffic on two-way roads. Median strips in place where there are pedestrian crosswalks also serve as refuge islands for
pedestrians. They shorten the uninterrupted distance a pedestrian must travel before leaving the lane of vehicular travel.

CURB EXTENSIONS (BUMP-OUTS)

Curb extensions are a traffic calming measure, intended to slow the speed of traffic and increase driver awareness, particularly
on local roads. They also allow a visual connections between pedestrians and vehicle drivers to see each other when visibility is
otherwise limited. Curb extensions bring the crossing pedestrians close to the lanes of traffic, while at the same time keeping
them safe on the raised curb.

PROS

•Reduces speed.
•Effectively discourages cut-
through traffic
•Largely self-enforcing
•Creates a visual impression, 
real or imagined, that a street 
is not intended for high 
speeds.

CONS

•Expensive
•Articulation issues for 
snowplows

PROS

•Lessens the distance 
pedestrians have to traverse 
when crossing.
•Creates a visual impression 
that the travel lane narrows 
which encourages reduced 
speed.
•Largely self-enforcing

CONS

•Possible noise (from acceleration and 
deceleration).
•Vehicle damage if taken at high speeds.
•May damage vehicles with low ground 
clearance (sports cars) even at slow speeds. 
•Can also pose serious hazards to 
motorcyclists and bicyclists if not easily 
noticed.
•Articulation issues for snowplows

PROS

•Reduces speed.
•Self-enforcing.
•Creates a visual impression that a 
street is not intended for high 
speeds.
•Attractive
•Brings elevation of pedestrian 
crosswalk up to level of the sidewalk 
satisfying ADA requirements. 

CONS

•Creates possible noise 
(from acceleration and 
deceleration).
•Vehicle damage if taken at 
high speeds
•Creates storm water 
drainage issues and a need 
for frequent drop inlets.
•Expensive

PROS

•Creates a visual impression that 
the travel lane narrows which 
encourages reduced speed.
•If planted correctly vegetative 
medians can be attractive.
•Provides refuge island for 
pedestrians
•Self-enforcing.

CONS

•Expensive
•Articulation issues for 
snowplows

Intersection tables at Cornell University.Speed humps in place near the day care south of 
Dutch Quad.

Raised median near Empire Commons.
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INAPPROPRIATELY SIGNED INTERSECTIONS
(EXCLUDING PEDESTRIAN WARNING SIGNAGE)

A

B

D

F

G

C

INAPPROPRIATELY SIGNED INTERSECTIONS

Part of this study included an evaluation of the signage at unsignalized intersections. Locations A
through G contained problematic signage issues with varying severity. Following is a description of
each issue and a recommended solution.

4 - 10
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OPTION 1: ONE-WAY STOP

Remove the stop sign for the westbound lane of University Drive West. The
only remaining stop sign is for cars exiting the parking lot onto the major loop
road.

OPTION 2: ALL-WAY STOP

Add a stop sign for the eastbound lane of University Drive West to make the
intersection an all-way stop.

PROS

•MUTCD Compliant
•University Drive is free for traffic 
flow

CONS

•Left turning cars from athletic 
complex parking lot still have a hard 
time turning out onto University 
Drive

PROS

•MUTCD Compliant
•All-Way stop also acts as a traffic 
calming measure

CONS

•Impedes the free flow of traffic on 
University Drive West.

A: INTERSECTION OF ATHLETIC COMPLEX PARKING ENTRANCE AND UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST 

The intersection of the SEFCU Arena Gold Lot entrance and University Drive West
is very confusing to drivers on the loop road. Vehicles approaching University Drive
from the parking lot have a stop sign, which is appropriate as the less important
drive intersects the busier loop road. Westbound vehicles approaching the
intersection on University Drive have a stop sign. However, eastbound vehicles
approaching the intersection on University Drive are free to drive through the
intersection. This is confusing to the driver who associates the geographical place
with being signed a certain way in one direction, yet is surprised to encounter
contrary signage at the same place in the opposite direction.

According to MUTCD, “Uniformity means treating similar situations in a similar
way.” To resolve the confusion, the intersection must either be stopped in both
directions, or unimpeded in both directions.

It can be assumed that the reason for the stop sign on University Drive West in the
westbound direction is that it is difficult for cars making a left turn out of the
parking lot onto University Drive. The stop sign gives cars a better chance to pull
out into traffic. If vehicles exiting the SEFCU Arena Gold Lot have difficulty making
a left onto University Drive West at all times of the day, an “ALL WAY STOP” should
be used so the cars pulling out of the parking lot will have less of a delay and the
intersection will be symmetrical and MUTCD compliant.

If the vehicles exiting the SEFCU Arena Gold Lot have difficulty making a left onto
University Drive West only during athletic event let-outs, then the loop road
should unimpeded in both east and westbound directions. During athletic events
the University Police should direct traffic at this intersection.

Intersection of the athletic 
complex parking entrance 
and University Drive West. 
Facing West.

Intersection of the athletic 
complex parking entrance 
and University Drive West. 
Facing East.

RECOMMENDATION:

Implement OPTION 1: ONE-WAY STOP.
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B: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING NORTHWEST GOLD LOT

These signs at the crossing of University Drive West and the pedestrian walkway from the northwest gold lot to Colonial Quad which read,
“CAUTION WHEN CROSSING / PEDESTRIANS PLEASE YIELD TO ALL VEHICLES”, are inappropriate. In New York State, vehicles must yield to
pedestrians in a crosswalk.

RECOMMENDATION

The existing CAUTION WHEN CROSSING / PEDESTRIANS PLEASE YIELD
TO ALL VEHICLES signs should be entirely removed. A midblock
crosswalk warning system is recommended in accordance with Section
5 of this study and as shown to the right.

C: COLLINS CIRCLE ENTRANCE FROM       

WASHINGTON AVENUE

The two lane entrance from Washington Avenue to University Drive at Collins Circle is controlled by a stop at the
intersection, the loop road having the right-of-way. Just as there are two stop signs (one for each lane), there should be
two DO NOT ENTER signs keeping cars from driving out the entrance as well as an additional ONE WAY sign to the right of
the roadway.

Two ONE –
WAY signs 
mounted 
back-to-back

DO NOT 
ENTER sign

STOP sign 
mounted 
back-to-
back with 
the DO NOT 
ENTER sign

RECOMMENDATION

A STOP/DO NOT ENTER/ONE WAY sign combination (shown below) is recommended at both sides of the entrance 
road.

4 - 12
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This intersection currently has a DO NOT ENTER/ONE WAY sign combination on the west side of the exit, and a YIELD sign on the east side
facing traffic exiting Collins Circle. This signage meets MUTCD requirements, but additional signage (optional per MUTCD) is recommended
to reinforce that the Collins Circle exit is one way.

E: COLLINS CIRCLE EXIT TO UNIVERSITY DRIVE

EASTBOUND

RECOMMENDATION

A DO NOT ENTER sign and a north-facing ONE
WAY sign is recommended to be added to the
pole with the YIELD sign.

D: COLLINS CIRCLE EXIT TO UNIVERSITY DRIVE

WESTBOUND

The exit from Collins Circle onto University Drive westbound at is controlled by one stop sign. There should be an
additional DO NOT ENTER sign mounted on the back of the existing STOP sign. Also, there should be ONE WAY signs
mounted on each post.

RECOMMENDATION

A STOP/DO NOT ENTER/ONE WAY sign combination(shown below) is
recommended to the right side of Collins Circle exit. If possible, the signs
should be mounted closer to the point of the triangular island.

RECOMMENDATION

A DO NOT ENTER/ONE WAY sign
combination is recommended to
the left side of the Collins Circle
exit (shown below).
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C,D & E: COLLINS CIRCLE PAVEMENT STRIPING

It is not uncommon for vehicles to pull into Collins Circle in the wrong direction and then back out into traffic after the driver realizes the
mistake. Part of the confusion at the northern section of Collins Circle is due to the ambiguity or lack of pavement striping, in addition to
the signage deficiencies discussed previously. The following page is a conceptual drawing of recommended traffic lane and directional
striping for this portion of Collins Circle.
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Two ONE –
WAY signs 
mounted 
back-to-back

DO NOT 
ENTER sign
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RECOMMENDATION

A STOP/DO NOT ENTER/ONE WAY sign combination(shown
below) is recommended at the left turning lane of the
entrance leg. See also Section 2 of this study for additional
recommendations to improve the level of service at this
intersection.

STOP sign mounted back-to-back 
with the DO NOT ENTER sign

G: UNIVERSITY DRIVE / WESTERN AVENUE 

ENTRANCE ROAD

The Western Avenue Entrance has a two-lane exit only leg, and a two-lane entrance only leg. The concern is with the left
turning lane of the entrance leg. The right turning lane has a DO NOT ENTER sign keeping vehicles from trying to exit the
entrance. There is not such warning on the left turning leg. There should be a DO NOT ENTER sign mounted back-to-back with
the current STOP sign as well as ONE WAY signs warning approaching vehicles of the direction of travel.

F: INTERSECTION OF STATE PURPLE LOT EXIT 

AND CARILLON DRIVE EAST

The exit from State Purple Lot onto Carillon Drive East is an “Exit Only” and there are DO NOT ENTER signs parallel to
Carillon Drive East. There is no indication that the parking lot exit is one way that is perpendicular to traffic (orientation
issues).

RECOMMENDATION

ONE WAY signs are recommended perpendicular to traffic beneath the DO NOT ENTER signs.
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GENERAL SIGNAGE CONSIDERATIONS

Many signs on the UAlbany campus are non-compliant with the MUTCD, for various reasons.
All non-compliant signs should be replaced in an orderly, methodical fashion. A signage
replacement plan is recommended in order in ensure uniformity and compliance with the
MUTCD. Following are some of the main areas where the signage replacement plan should
focus.

VISIBILITY OF SIGNAGE

MUTCD Section 1A.04

Placement and Operation of Traffic Control Devices

Placement of a traffic control device should be within the road user’s view so that adequate
visibility is provided. To aid in conveying the proper meaning, the traffic control device should be
appropriately positioned with respect to the location, object, or situation to which it applies.
The location and legibility of the traffic control device should be such that a road user has
adequate time to make the proper response in both day and night conditions.

MUTCD Section 1A.05

Maintenance of Traffic Control Devices

Physical maintenance of traffic control devices should be performed to retain the legibility and
visibility of the device, and to retain the proper functioning of the device.

OBSTRUCTION OF VIEW

MUTCD Section 1A.04

Placement of a traffic control device should be within the road user’s view so that
adequate visibility is provided.

ORIENTATION

MUTCD Section 1A.04

To aid in conveying the proper meaning, the traffic control device
should be appropriately positioned with respect to the location, object,
or situation to which it applies. The location and legibility of the traffic
control device should be such that a road user has adequate time to
make the proper response in both day and night conditions.

MUTCD Section 2A.20

Unless otherwise stated in this Manual, signs should be vertically
mounted at right angles to the direction of, and facing, the traffic that
they are intended to serve.

This “DO NOT ENTER” sign has been partially
covered by low hanging vegetation so that the
sign actually reads “ENTER”.

Temporary way finding messages should
not be taped or glued to the sign face.
This 8 ½ X 11 paper could become even
more problematic if it were to flip up in
the wind and cover the sign message.

These trees should trimmed back to provide complete visibility of the sign. Over the course of one 
growing season surrounding trees could totally obscure these stop signs.

This “ONE WAY” signpost at the corner of the Power Plant driveway and
University Drive West has been twisted such that it could be perceived
to indicate that University Drive is a one way road in the northbound
direction.
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RETRO-REFLECTIVITY

MUTCD Section 2A.07

Regulatory, warning, and guide signs and object markers shall be retro-reflective (see
Section 2A.08) or illuminated to show the same shape and similar color by both day and
night, unless otherwise provided in the text discussion in this Manual for a particular sign
or group of signs. The requirements for sign illumination shall not be considered to be
satisfied by street or highway lighting.

Section 2A.08 (Maintaining Minimum Retro-reflectivity) of the MUTCD suggests different
methods for evaluating the retro-reflectivity of each sign. Visual nighttime inspections are
recommended.

Visual Nighttime Inspection – The retro-reflectivity of an existing sign is assessed by a
trained sign inspector conducting a visual inspection from a moving vehicle during
nighttime conditions. Signs that are visually identified by the inspector to have retro-
reflectivity below the minimum levels should be replaced.

RETRO-REFLECTIVE

* Approximately 42% of the regulatory, guide, and warning signs on the UAlbany Campus do
not meet modern retro-reflective requirements and should be replaced.

** A plan for replacing the signage that fails the retro-reflectivity test is outlined at the end
of this section.

UNSATISFACTORY

SIZE

MUTCD Section 2A.11 Dimensions

The sign dimensions prescribed in the sign size tables in the various Parts and
Chapters in this Manual and in the “Standard Highway Signs and Markings”
book (see Section 1A.11) shall be used unless engineering judgment determines
that other sizes are appropriate. Except as provided in Paragraph 3, where
engineering judgment determines that sizes smaller than the prescribed
dimensions are appropriate for use, the sign dimensions shall not be less than
the minimum dimensions specified in this Manual. The sizes shown in the
Minimum columns that are smaller than the sizes shown in the Conventional
Road columns in the various sign size tables in this Manual shall only be used on
low-speed roadways, alleys, and private roads open to public travel where the
reduced legend size would be adequate for the regulation or warning or where
physical conditions preclude the use of larger sizes.

MUTCD Section 2B.03 Size of Regulatory Signs

Except as provided in Section 2A.11, the sizes for regulatory signs shall be as
shown in Table 2B-1.

Left: The stop sign at the intersection of the
athletic complex parking entrance and
University Drive West is 24 in X 24 in. It is
undersized and not MUTCD compliant. All
campus stop signs should be 30 in X 30 in.

Right: Not only is the “STOP” sign at the
intersection of the chapel house entrance and
University Drive West in poor condition and not
retro-reflective, but its dimensions are 16 in X 16
in. It is undersized and not MUTCD compliant.

UNIFORMITY

MUTCD Section 1A.06

Uniformity of devices simplifies the task of the road user because it aids in
recognition and understanding, thereby reducing perception/reaction time.
Uniformity assists road users, law enforcement officers, and traffic courts by
giving everyone the same interpretation. Uniformity assists public highway
officials through efficiency in manufacture, installation, maintenance, and
administration. Uniformity means treating similar situations in a similar way.
The use of uniform traffic control devices does not, in itself, constitute
uniformity. A standard device used where it is not appropriate is as
objectionable as a nonstandard device; in fact, this might be worse, because
such misuse might result in disrespect at those locations where the device is
needed and appropriate.

MULTIPLE VERSIONS OF A PARTICULAR TYPE OF SIGN (Inconsistency) 
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CONDITION

Part of maintaining a legible, unambiguous system of Traffic Control Devices is ensuring that
each sign is clean, bright, and intact. To achieve these goals it is necessary to consider the
following questions: Are the sign posts plumb? Is there obvious damage to the face of the
sign? Is the lettering/design of the sign face faded or discolored?

MUTCD Section 1A.05
Maintenance of Traffic Control Devices

Functional maintenance of traffic control devices should be used to determine if certain
devices need to be changed to meet current traffic conditions. Physical maintenance of
traffic control devices should be performed to retain the legibility and visibility of the device,
and to retain the proper functioning of the device. Clean, legible, properly mounted devices
in good working condition command the respect of road users.

VERTICAL POSTS

A tilted signpost could result in an unwanted glare on the sign face and/or poor legibility.
Possibly, it could suggest that the post is not sufficiently anchored.

DAMAGE TO SIGN

If the sign face is bent the angled portion could be difficult to read.
Depressions or scratches in the face of the sign could obscure the
lettering or result in confusion of the driver. Also, if the material is
damaged it could eventually lead to further degeneration.

FADING AND DISCOLORATION

Over time, exposure to the elements can fade and discolor TCDs which may make them
unrecognizable or illegible.

Left: This signpost has no breakaway bolts
and no base stubs. It would not break away
in a controlled manner if hit by a vehicle,
and it would require sinking a new post in
order to replace it.

Right: This is the support for the “ONE WAY” sign at
the corner of State Drive and University Drive East.
It is equipped with breakaway bolts. Evidently this
sign was struck by some large object. Instead of the
bolts shearing off as intended, the base of the
signpost failed instead. This signpost should be
replaced.

Above: This sign’s supports are equipped with
breakaway bolts to help ensure that it will break
away in a controlled manner if hit by a vehicle.

Below: This signpost is secured by heavy
welds to the in-ground support. It would
not break away in a controlled manner if
hit by a vehicle.

SIGN SUPPORTS

Traffic sign supports along the roadside sometimes present a hazard of injury or
death to an errant driver who strikes the support. Sign posts that are installed on
National Highway System roads or by Federal Aid contracts are required to meet a
national crashworthiness standard found in National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) Report 350. Additional sources of information on these breakaway
systems can be found in APPENDIX B.

Signs on other roads should meet these standards. This will help municipalities
reduce their liability risk. These sign post systems are designed to minimize the
hazard to motor vehicle occupants in collisions. These supports have been tested to
demonstrate that they are likely to break away in a controlled manner when hit,
which is unlikely to cause injury to the occupants of the vehicle. Many have base
stubs designed to be reusable after a collision, reducing the labor needed for repair.

MUTCD Section 2A.19

Post-mounted sign and object marker supports shall be crashworthy (breakaway,
yielding, or shielded with a longitudinal barrier or crash cushion) if within the clear
zone.
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FIRST PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

Several of the signage concerns on campus that were considered in this engineering
study have been determined to be more serious than others. This recommendation
pushes these issues into a high-priority class. First priority action items involve
situations which are potentially dangerous (imminent vehicular or pedestrian safety
concerns). First priority action items include:

•INAPPROPRIATELY SIGNED INTERSECTIONS

SECOND PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

Second priority action items will solve problems involving poor visibility and
condition. More specifically, these items include:

•RETRO-REFLECTIVITY
•UNIFORMITY
•OBSTRUCTION OF VIEW
•POOR CONDITION
•INCORRECT DIMENSIONS
•LEGIBILITY

The MUTCD requires that each regulatory, guide, and warning sign be retro-reflective;
however, it does not require that that every sign be replaced immediately, but that a
plan should be implemented for the replacement of all non compliant signs. The
Federal Highway Administration’s target compliance date for implementing a retro-
reflectivity management method is January 22, 2012. The target compliance date for
replacing all non-retro-reflective signs is January 22, 2015.

Section 2A.08
Maintaining Minimum Retro-reflectivity

Standard:

Public agencies or officials having jurisdiction shall use an assessment or management
method that is designed to maintain sign retro-reflectivity at or above the minimum
levels in Table 2A-3.

Support:

Compliance with the Standard in Paragraph 2 is achieved by having a method in place
and using the method to maintain the minimum levels established in Table 2A-3.
Provided that an assessment or management method is being used, an agency or
official having jurisdiction would be in compliance with the Standard in Paragraph 2
even if there are some individual signs that do not meet the minimum retro-reflectivity
levels at a particular point in time.

The MUTCD further outlines several options for identifying and resolving deficiencies.

Guidance:

Except for those signs specifically identified in the Option in this Section, one or more
of the following assessment or management methods should be used to maintain sign
retro-reflectivity:

A. Visual Nighttime Inspection – The retro-reflectivity of an existing
sign is assessed by a trained sign inspector conducting a visual
inspection from a moving vehicle during nighttime conditions. Signs
that are visually identified by the inspector to have retro-reflectivity
below the minimum levels should be replaced.

B. Measured Sign Retro-reflectivity – Sign retro-reflectivity is
measured using a retro-reflectometer. Signs with retro-reflectivity
below the minimum levels should be replaced.

C. Expected Sign Life – When signs are installed, the installation date
is labeled or recorded so that the age of a sign is known. The age of
the sign is compared to the expected sign life. The expected sign life
is based on the experience of sign retro-reflectivity degradation in a
geographic area compared to the minimum levels. Signs older than
the expected life should be replaced.

D. Blanket Replacement – All signs in an area/corridor, or of a given
type, should be replaced at specified intervals. This eliminates the
need to assess retro-reflectivity or track the life of individual signs.
The replacement interval is based on the expected sign life,
compared to the minimum levels, for the shortest life material used
on the affected signs.

E. Control Signs – Replacement of signs in the field is based on the
performance of a sample of control signs. The control signs might
be a small sample located in a maintenance yard or a sample of
signs in the field. The control signs are monitored to determine the
end of retro-reflective life for the associated signs. All field signs
represented by the control sample should be replaced before the
retro-reflectivity levels of the control sample reach the minimum
levels.

F. Other Methods – Other methods developed based on engineering
studies can be used.

The University must have a plan in place to address retro-reflectivity concerns,
and it should be expanded into an even more broad signage replacement
program. It is recommended that UAlbany budget a yearly amount to replace
signs that do not meet MUTCD requirements. By formalizing a yearly blanket
replacement program, issues such as retro-reflectivity, obstruction of view, and
condition will be addressed, bringing the campus into compliance with MUTCD
standards.

THIRD PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

The MUTCD makes additional suggestions that, while they are not mandatory,
complying with them will increase the safety of traffic. Third priority action
items include:

•SIGN SUPPORTS (BREAKAWAY BOLTS)

Lists of NCHRP 350 permitted proprietary signpost arrangements are
obtainable from the NYSDOT Materials Bureau and the Federal Highway
Administration.

The proposed Long-Term Signage Plan is really an expansion of the blanket
replacement program which will address signage visibility issues (retro-
reflectivity, etc.). This plan includes the addition of new items such as
breakaway bolts.
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WALKWAY INVENTORY

UAlbany’s existing campus walkways were delineated, numbered, and
listed with each walkway’s material and condition. The diagram on this
page shows the campus divided into four quadrants. Each walkway on
the campus was assigned a four-digit number with the first digit
corresponding to the quadrant in which the walkway is located.
Drawings showing the walkway numbering for each quadrant and
spreadsheets containing the tabulated information about each walkway
as well are included in APPENDIX J.

WALKWAY INVENTORY QUADRANTS
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CONCRETE ASPHALT
ASPHALT WITH PRECAST CONCRETE EDGING 
(PURPLE PATH) STAMPED ASPHALT

TEXTURED CONCRETE

BRICK PAVER CONCRETE PAVEREARTH GRAVEL

WALKWAY SURFACE TREATMENTS

Various materials have been used across the UAlbany Uptown Campus.
The mismatch of surface treatments gives a random hue to the campus
landscape. As a part of this study all walkways on campus were
inventoried and catalogued by their material and condition. Shown to
the right are examples of the various existing surface treatments on the
campus. The drawing on the following page illustrates the walkway
surface treatments identified during the inventory.

RECOMMENDATION:

For future campus renovations, a set of standard surface treatments
should be selected to implement until the entire UAlbany walkway
network is consistent. It is recommended that UAlbany include the
development of a “tiered” set of walkway standards as part of future
campus planning efforts. These standards should include materials and
dimensions to be used based on walkway importance and usage
(primary, secondary, tertiary, etc.). Walkways should be 8’ wide in
general, increasing to 10’ wide in more intense pedestrian zones, and
decreasing to 6’ wide in areas of lower usage.

** An example of new concrete flatwork 
constructed near the Life Sciences 
building.

VARIOUS SURFACE TREATMENTS ON CAMPUS
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CONCRETE

GOOD GOOD

FAIR FAIR

POOR POOR

ASPHALT OVERALL WALKWAY CONDITIONS
(By Square Footage)

Total square footage of walkways: 846,000 SF

CONDITION AREA PERCENT OF TOTAL WALKWAY SURFACE

Good Condition 378,000 SF 45 %

Fair Condition 356,000 SF 42 %

Poor Condition 112,000 SF 13 %

CONDITIONS BY SURFACE TREATMENT

CONCRETE 234,000 SF 28 % OF TOTAL WALKWAY SURFACE

CONDITION AREA PERCENT OF TOTAL CONCRETE

Good Condition 202,000 SF 86 %

Fair Condition 25,000 SF 11 %

Poor Condition 7,000 SF 3 %

ASPHALT 490,000 SF 58 % OF TOTAL WALKWAY SURFACE

CONDITION AREA PERCENT OF TOTAL ASPHALT

Good Condition 165,000 SF 34 %

Fair Condition 300,000 SF 61 %

Poor Condition 25,000 SF 5 %

SPECIALTY TREATMENT 11,000 SF 1 % OF TOTAL WALKWAY SURFACE

CONDITION AREA PERCENT OF TOTAL SPECIALTY TREATMENT

Good Condition 11,000 SF 100 %

Fair Condition 0 %

Poor Condition 0 %

GRAVEL 34,000 SF 4 % OF TOTAL WALKWAY SURFACE

CONDITION AREA PERCENT OF TOTAL GRAVEL

Good Condition 0 %

Fair Condition 31,000 SF 91 %

Poor Condition 3,000 SF 9 %

DIRT 77,000 SF 9 % OF TOTAL WALKWAY SURFACE

CONDITION AREA PERCENT OF TOTAL DIRT

Good Condition 0 %

Fair Condition 0 %

Poor Condition 77,000 SF 100 %

WALKWAY CONDITIONS

The campus walkway inventory included a qualitative assessment of walkway
conditions, with ratings of “good”, “fair”, and “poor” for each type of surface
treatment. The photographs to the right show examples of the various condition
ratings for concrete and asphalt. Dirt pathways, typically reflecting pedestrian
desire lines, were all assigned a condition of “poor”. Gravel walkways were
assigned a condition of either “fair” or “poor” as they are a less desirable walkway
surface treatment than concrete or asphalt, though in certain areas such as athletic
complexes or nature trails their application may be appropriate.

The drawing on the following page illustrates the walkway conditions identified
during the inventory, and the table to the right shows the approximate walkway
quantities by surface treatment and condition. A comparison of the various
condition percentages for concrete versus asphalt walkways indicates that the
concrete walkways on campus are overall in much better condition than the
asphalt walkways. This could be due to the age of the walkways, but is more likely
reflective of the greater durability of concrete.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Walkways in poor condition, and possibly some in fair condition, should be replaced
within the 5-year study timeframe. Many of these walkways will be replaced as
part of the Purple Path improvements, Cross-Campus Spine improvements, and
other projects currently in various stages of design or construction on the campus.
The majority of the existing walkways not included in these other project areas are
concrete or asphalt. Therefore, for the purpose of establishing budgetary
programming costs for walkway maintenance replacements not included in other
projects it was assumed that 100% of all concrete and asphalt walkways in poor
condition campus-wide (approx. 32,000 SF) would be replaced with concrete
flatwork designed for vehicle loading (6” concrete with 12” sub base). It was
assumed that these maintenance replacements would be distributed evenly over a
5-year period. While the budgetary programming costs assumed that concrete
flatwork would be used for replacement walkways, the actual materials used
should be consistent with campus walkway standards, the development of which
was recommended previously under “Walkway Surface Treatments” in this section.

All walkways should be monitored via a walkway assessment program which should
evaluate all walkways each year and determine which are in need of replacement.
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NON-COMPLIANT PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS

CURB RAMPS

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that new and altered
facilities be accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities. In short,
pedestrian crossings need to be equipped with curb ramps and
detectable warnings. Curb ramps allow for manual and motorized
wheelchairs as well as other disabled pedestrians to easily mount a curb
onto a sidewalk at a pedestrian crossing. Detectable warnings warn a
blind or visually impaired pedestrian that he or she is about to enter a
roadway or intersection. Campus curb ramp conditions are illustrated in
the drawing on the following page. It should be noted that locations with
curb ramps and detectable warnings were not indicated to be ADA
compliant because other ADA criteria, such as ramp slope and detectable
warning geometry, were not verified. Sample NYSDOT details for ADA
compliant curb ramps are shown below.

RECOMMENDATION:

Eliminate all non-compliant curb ramps and install ADA compliant ramps
when construction is being done in an area. A significant majority of the
non-compliant locations will be addressed as part of the Purple Path
improvements, Cross-Campus Spine improvements, and other projects
currently in various stages of design or construction on the campus. The
remainder of the non-compliant locations should be addressed as part of
the walkway maintenance replacements discussed previously in this
section. An alternative approach would be to have a project specifically
for correction of non-compliant locations.

NYSDOT CROSSWALK STRIPING DETAILS

CURB RAMPS ON CAMPUS WITH COMPLIANT

DETECTABLE WARNINGS AND CROSSWALK STRIPING

NYSDOT CURB RAMP DETAILS

CROSSWALK STRIPING

Some of the crosswalk locations on campus lack proper crosswalk
striping, and approximately 80% of the existing crosswalk striping on
campus is faded and in need of re-striping.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended to stripe or re-stripe all campus crosswalks using one
of the NYSDOT compliant striping patterns shown below. The
recommended pattern is the “Combined Type LS” because it is the most
visible and is consistent with recent crosswalk striping improvements on
the campus. Implementation of this recommendation will improve safety
for pedestrians and bicyclists using the crosswalks.

NYSDOT 
COMPLIANT 

STRIPING

DETECTABLE 
WARNINGS 

(TRUNCATED 
DOMES)

CURB 
RAMPS

NO CURB RAMPS OR STRIPING NO CURB RAMPS

NO CURB RAMPS OR STRIPING FADED STRIPING NO CURB RAMPS - FADED STRIPING
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EXISTING CROSSWALK WARNING SYSTEMS

Crosswalk warning systems are designed for the protection of the pedestrians crossing a busy
road within an established crosswalk. Crosswalk warning systems are not always electronic or
motion/pedestrian activated. In fact, most warning systems are simply a striped crosswalk, and
a set of signs warning the approaching vehicles of the possibility of pedestrians in the crosswalk.

Below are a few examples of electronic and non-electronic crosswalk warning systems currently
in place on campus. The electronic systems that are in place at Empire Commons and southeast
of Indian Pond have been effective in the past and should remain in place. However, these
systems are expensive and have drawbacks, such as susceptibility to damage by snow plows for
the in-pavement lighting at Empire Commons. It would be impractical to install these systems at
every pedestrian crosswalk on campus. Also, the existing crosswalk warning sign systems are
inconsistent and largely non-compliant with current MUTCD requirements.

EMPIRE COMMONS

INDIAN POND

WARNING SIGN WARNING SIGNWARNING SIGN

CROSSWALK WARNING TREATMENT ANALYSIS

This study included an evaluation of the crosswalk warning treatments presently in place on campus, and providing recommendations for improvements based on
engineering judgment. The (15) intersections evaluated in the Intersection Analysis section of this study were also evaluated based on criteria contained in Transit
Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Report 112/National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 562 Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized
Crossings. This document was developed to address the particular need for identifying appropriate crosswalk warning treatments for unsignalized intersections and
midblock crosswalks. Quantitative procedures in the guidelines use key input variables such as pedestrian volume, street crossing width, and traffic volume to
recommend one of four possible crossing treatment categories: marked crosswalk; enhanced, high-visibility, or “active when present” traffic control device; red signal
or beacon device; and conventional traffic control signal.

1

2

3

45

6

7

8
9

10 11

12

13
14

15

Intersections 4, 5, 6, and 15 currently have traffic control signals
including timing sufficient to accommodate pedestrian crossings.
Essentially, nothing more can be done to make these crossings
more pedestrian friendly.

Intersection 9 is going to be reconstructed into a roundabout. Any
pedestrian crossing issues should be addressed in that design.

Intersections 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 11, and 12 are unsignalized intersections,
the major road being less than 35 mph. These pedestrian crossings
were evaluated based on criterion contained in WORKSHEET 1 of
the referenced document, which can be found in APPENDIX K. The
results show that only marked crosswalks are required at these
intersections.

Intersection 10 does not have crosswalks, therefore no warning
treatment is required.

Intersection 13 is an unsignalized intersection, the speed limit of
the major road exceeding 35 mph. The peak hour pedestrian
volume (12) at this intersection did not meet the minimum to
warrant more than a marked crosswalk under Worksheet 2 of the
referenced document.

Recommendations for all interior marked crosswalks are outlined
on the following page.

ANALYSIS

MARKED CROSSWALK ENHANCED, HIGH-VISIBILITY, OR “ACTIVE 
WHEN PRESENT” TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE

RED SIGNAL OR BEACON DEVICE TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGNAL

STRIPED CROSSWALK, MAY 
INCLUDE WARNING SIGNS

MOTION SENSITIVE OR PEDESTRIAN 
ACTIVATED

OVERHEAD OR ROADSIDE FLASHING RED 
SIGNAL

TRAFFIC SIGNAL, SIGNAL TIMING 
PERMITS PEDESTRIANS TO CROSS 
TRAVEL LANES 

MOST LOOP ROAD CROSSINGS 
ARE MARKED CROSSWALKS

CROSSINGS AT INDIAN POND AND EMPIRE 
COMMONS ARE ENHANCED/ACTIVATED

CROSSING AT INTERSECTION OF 
UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST AND 
TRICENTENNIAL USES A RED SIGNAL

CROSSINGS AT WASHINGTON AND 
WESTERN AVENUES 
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PROPOSED WARNING SYSTEM FOR MARKED 

CROSSWALKS

After examining the National MUTCD as well as the New York State Supplement, this
study recommends the following system for marked crosswalks, based on its
effectiveness and its relative cost.

It is important to ensure that vehicles approaching a crosswalk are warned of the
crosswalk. For this reason PEDESTRIAN CROSSING SIGNS (sign W11-2) should be
placed in conjunction with the DOWNWARD POINTING ARROW (sign W16-7p) at
each designated midblock crosswalk. Having this sign combination at each midblock
crosswalk ensures that drivers are aware of the crosswalk.

Secondly, STATE LAW YIELD TO PEDESTRIAN IN CROSSWALK signs (sign R1-6) should
be mounted in the street within the crosswalk, except at one way streets. These
signs, placed on the center line of the road, not only warn the driver of a pedestrian
crosswalk but also visually restrict the lane width, causing the driver to slow down.
Although these signs may become damaged by vehicles and/or possibly stolen, it is
still a relatively inexpensive, effective system for pedestrian protection. Additionally,
sign NYR9-7 may be mounted at the right side of the road in advance of the
crosswalk for additional warning purposes, though this is not a specific
recommendation of this study. Sign R1-6 is not to be used at the side of the road.

The R1-6 sign may be mounted to a
rubber boot which is anchored to the
asphalt. This would allow the sign to
lay flat if it were hit by a vehicle
(lengthens sign life) and also prevents
the sign from being stolen.
Alternatively, the signs could be placed
within the crosswalk on a heavy
rubber stand which allows them to be
removed quickly if needed. The R1-6
sign is most likely a seasonal sign; it
can be removed during the winter
months to facilitate plowing.

PROPOSED WARNING SYSTEM SCENARIOS

STOPPING LEG OF INTERSECTION
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MIDBLOCK CROSSWALK AT ONE WAY ROADWAYSTOPPING LEG OF T- INTERSECTION / MIDBLOCK CROSSWALK

MIDBLOCK CROSSWALK

It is recommended that all midblock crosswalks on University Drive and the
campus entrance roads be provided with the crosswalk warning systems
shown in the graphics on this page, except in cases where higher levels of
warning, such as the pedestrian-activated in-street warning lights at Empire
Commons, already exist. Implementation of this recommendation will
improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists using the crosswalks.

Recommended additional crosswalk warning system locations are shown in
the graphic on the following page.
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INTRODUCTION

This section presents several campus access reconfiguration options considered at a conceptual level for this study and the
corresponding recommendations.

PROS

•May improve safety.

CONS

•Increase traffic using Great Dane Drive and Tricentennial Drive, likely
resulting in further worsened LOS for traffic exiting Great Dane Drive
to Fuller Road.

X

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended to restrict Alumni Drive to BRT use only, or to
physically close Alumni Drive at Fuller Road if BRT does not become a
reality.

As a result of the busyness of Fuller Road during normal school hours, the resulting difficulty for vehicles entering Fuller Road
from Alumni Drive, and the questionable need for this campus entrance, the possibility of closing Alumni Drive to through traffic
was considered. This option would take the form of either restricting usage to Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) traffic and SBA Parking Lot
users, or physically closing Alumni Drive at Fuller Road if the BRT does not become a reality. Usage of Alumni Drive as a BRT route
would likely require the addition of preemptive traffic signal at the Fuller Road / Alumni Drive intersection, which would be
activated by the approach of the BRT. Further development of either the BRT option or the physical closure option would require
coordination with Albany County for traffic impacts, alternate routes, and resulting intersection impacts.

CLOSE ALUMNI DRIVE TO THROUGH TRAFFIC
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Alumni Drive Closed:
Rejected vehicles will have room 

to turn around in parking.

PROS

•Reinforce Collins Circle as focal 
entry point and improve way finding
•Reduce southbound cut-through 
traffic
•Improve LOS for traffic leaving 
campus at Washington Avenue East 
and West Access Roads
•Facilitate campus access control

CONVERT WASHINGTON AVENUE EAST AND/OR WEST ACCESS ROADS

TO EGRESS ONLY

This study considered the option of converting the Washington Avenue East and/or West access roads to exit only (ONE WAY).
Further development of this option would require regional traffic modeling and coordination with Albany County.

EXISTING TRAFFIC CIRCULATION

RECOMMENDATION

This reconfiguration option is not recommended, as it would be
problematic for the large volume of faculty/staff/students which use
these access roads.

LEGEND

TWO-WAY

ONE-WAY

POSSIBLE FUTURE TRAFFIC CIRCULATION

CONS

•Impede campus entry for UAlbany 
faculty/staff/students from I-90 and from points east
•Negatively impact LOS at Collins Circle entry, would 
require reconfiguration of Collins Circle
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EXISTING CONFIGURATION POSSIBLE RECONFIGURATION

MODIFY COLLINS CIRCLE/UNIVERSITY DRIVE TRAFFIC FLOW PATTERN

This option may help with existing traffic flow, traffic conflicts, and driver confusion. It would not necessarily address traffic
capacity concerns created if Washington Avenue East and/or West access roads are changed to be egress only. Lengthens travel
path of eastbound traffic and increases traffic volume around Collins Circle.

RECOMMENDATION

This reconfiguration option is not recommended as it would eliminate the possibility of shutting down Collins Circle for campus
events. Recommendations for and roadway striping improvements to rectify existing traffic conflicts and driver confusion are
presented in the Traffic Control Devices section of this study.
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CAMPUS ACCESS CONTROL

This study evaluated the option of restricting vehicular access to the UAlbany Uptown Campus between the
hours of midnight to 5:00 AM, in order to improve campus security. An initial concept was developed by the
UAlbany Office of Campus Planning in January 2009 and this study further refined that concept.

The proposed access control concept shown in the graphic on this page was designed to address the needs
of the campus without becoming overcomplicated. While it successfully blockades every campus entrance,
the welfare of rejected vehicles was also anticipated. For example, a signalized entrance may not be
blockaded at the intersection because unfamiliar vehicles in a TURN ONLY lane controlled by a traffic signal
with a dedicated green turning arrow cannot be forced to pull back out into traffic upon realizing that the
entrance is blockaded (violating traffic law and resulting in a dangerous situation). Gating a signalized
entrance at the intersection without changing the signal timing to eliminate the green arrow, or gating one
leg of a roundabout, would yield a similar problem. For this reason, provisions have been included at all
entrances to allow vehicles to enter the drive and, upon rejection, turn around and exit. These provisions
utilize existing features for turnarounds where possible, and the introduction of cul-de-sacs where existing
features are not sufficient for vehicles to turn around. Based on information provided by the City of Albany
Fire Department, the largest vehicle that would ever need to navigate the UAlbany campus, the Rescue
Truck, was used as the design vehicle. All cul-de-sacs have been designed to handle the Rescue Truck (see
Section 3 for Rescue Truck information).

The proposed access control concept consists of the following components:

PRIMARY ENTRANCES
•Access control gatehouse (see the following page for examples; cost estimates have been based on the
mid-range example).
•Motorized entrance gates operated from the gatehouse, card access reader, or Siren Operated Sensor
(see the following page for examples).
•Motorized exit gates operated by a traffic loop in the roadway.
•Turnarounds for rejected vehicles.

SECONDARY ENTRANCES
•Alumni Drive entrance (G) is closed to public traffic other than the BRT via signage and a motorized
gate operated by a timer, signal from the BRT, or Siren Operated Sensor from 12:00 AM to 5:00 AM.
•All other entrances closed by one of the following means:

•Alternate 1 – Manual Gates. This alternate would require coordination with all emergency service
providers to ensure that the providers were aware that these entrances were closed during the
night. This alternate also would have a negative impact on emergency response time and snow
plowing.
•Alternate 2- Motorized Gates operated by a timer, a Siren Operated Sensor for emergency services
access, and vehicle transmitters.

•Turnarounds for rejected vehicles.

All of these components should be implemented concurrently. A phased implementation approach is not
recommended because the goal of full access control could not be accomplished without the entire system
in place.

While the proposed access control concept is feasible, it is recommended that the decision of whether to
implement campus access control be determined by UAlbany based on campus priorities – security versus
the aesthetic and public perception ramifications of making the campus essentially a “gated community”.

PRIMARY ENTRANCE
CONTROLLED 12 AM – 5 AM

SECONDARY ENTRANCE 
CLOSED 12 AM – 5 AM

SECONDARY ENTRANCE
BRT USE ONLY
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GATE EXAMPLES

MOTORIZED LOCKING GATES

•Designed for multi-lane
•Three-piece wood arm
•Counter balanced

•Designed for single lane 

MANUAL LOCKING GATES

GATE HOUSE EXAMPLES

$13,000 Shelter Cost

$31,000 Shelter Cost

$50,000 Shelter Cost
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PURPLE PATH DESIGN STANDARDSINTRODUCTION

The Purple Path is a 5k loop around the inner periphery of the campus perimeter road that will be used for
walking, running, biking, and pedestrian connections to adjoining areas of campus, neighborhoods and services.

GOALS

The goal of this study was to review the proposed physical conditions of the Purple Path route, review how the
route of the path has been used by the campus community, take into account present, ongoing and future
projects that may affect the proposed route and finally provide recommendations on a conceptual route for the
extension of the Purple Path through the remainder of the campus. Several themes that are lacking for most of
the existing path route that have been incorporated into the final concept plans are:

1 . Overall safety for users
2.  Surface continuity for the paved and non-paved pathways
3 . Narrowed intersections and available areas for the route
4.  Safe and proper ADA compliant curb cuts at all crossings along the route
5.  Safe, consistent, and properly striped crosswalks
6.  Proper Lighting

SHOWCASE SECTION

The first section of the improved Purple Path was completed on the southerly side of the campus at the Western
Avenue/Route 20 entrance to campus. This section of the Purple Path shows many of the distinctive elements
that have been selected as part of the design vocabulary for the entire Purple Path. This includes but is not
limited to the path materials and construction for the paved path as well as the low-impact running path,
benches, plaza areas, and signage. In addition, the lighting standards from the Lighting Master Plan prepared for
the University by Naomi Miller have also been included here.

8 - 1
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ROUTE ANALYSIS

At present, the existing proposed route of the Purple Path is comprised of a discontinuous system of sidewalks of varying
materials and conditions and earthen paths worn in the existing lawn by users where improved or paved sections do not
exist following the inside edge of the University Drive. Existing lighting is provided mainly by roadway lights, with some
sections, particularly the unimproved ones, having poor lighting which also raises safety concerns.

The current perimeter is an informal path which crosses motor vehicle rights-of-way about twenty-three times. At many of
these crossings, the right-of-way is unclear for bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles, creating multiple conflict points. In
addition, the existing route is mostly non-ADA compliant lacking proper curb cuts, detectable warning strips and proper
crosswalk striping.

The existing route of the Purple Path has a large variety of physical conditions that would ultimately dictate the proposed
path route and if it would be possible to have both an 8’ paved multi-use path as well as a parallel 6’ wide low-impact
running path. These site conditions include grades, vegetation, existing parking locations, existing walkways and conditions,
and proposed connections to other existing campus path or walkway systems.

A final condition that needed to be included in the planning of future phases of the Purple Path are upcoming projects that
may alter or dictate the existing or proposed route of the path.

Purple Path Route Assessment Drawings are included in Section 8A of this study.
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PROPOSED ROUTE

All of the conditions inventoried in the initial route analysis needed to be overlaid when laying out the future phases of the Purple Path.
The proposed route is not meant to be a finalized layout as the campus has been growing and changing from year to year but rather a
conceptual alignment. Sections of the Purple Path that will be included in other campus projects will need to be designed or redesigned
accordingly, such as the DASNY student housing project on the east side of campus.

The proposed route as shown on the next page has been broken down into phases 1, 2, 3, and 4. Phase 1 sections consist of portions of
the path that will be constructed as part of other construction projects planned for the immediate future (New Business School and
Student Housing Complex). Phase 2 sections provide path continuity in the areas adjacent to the Phase 1 sections. Phase 3 sections are
those that have no improvements at all or are earthen pathways; the completion of Phases 1, 2, and 3 will result in a continuous Purple
Path with an even surface for the entire 5K loop. Phase 4 includes all other areas where a paved walkway or pathway exists but these
vary in width and have no separate low-impact running path that is parallel, or other path guidelines need to be incorporated. Each
phase has been segmented into different projects with an alphabetical suffix (i.e. Phase 3-A, 3-B, etc.); these suffixes are only for
segment identification and are not indicative of priority within a given phase.

KEY FEATURES

The key features of the Purple Path are the 8’ wide paved pathway that is intended for a variety of activities such as cycling, rollerblading
and walking in addition to being ADA accessible and the parallel 6’ wide low impact path for walking and running. While the paved path
follows a fairly direct route along University Drive, the running path has a meandering route that deviates from the paved path where
space has allowed. In areas where the Purple Path is constrained to one multi-use path due to spatial constraints, with the low impact
walking and running path being eliminated, the paved pathway in increased to 10’ wide. The layout was developed enabling the
preservation of existing trees, site features and grades.

Implementation of the Purple Path will result in improved safety for pedestrians and bicyclists by providing bicyclists a safer alternative
to traveling on the vehicular roadways, and by improving safety at roadway crossing points through ADA-compliant curb cuts and
improved crosswalk warning striping and signage.

Proposed Purple Path Route Alignment drawings are included in Section 8B of this study. These drawings include walkways connecting
the Purple Path back to the campus core at key locations where they are needed.
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RENDERING
LOCATION #3

RENDERING
LOCATION #2

RENDERING
LOCATION #1

PURPLE PATH DESIGN TECHNICAL SHEETS AND

PHOTO-SIMULATED RENDERING LOCATIONS
PURPLE PATH RENDERINGS

Three areas along the Purple Path, in the conceptual scheme, were chosen by the University at Albany to be
shown in photo renderings. These show the existing condition on the left hand image and proposed
improvements on the right hand image (See Photo-Simulated Renderings to Follow).

All of the rendered images show the addition of common elements and features to be included in the next
phases of the Purple Path. These include, but are not limited to plaza spaces at key locations, common improved
crossings at all intersections along the entire 5k route combining the paved multi-use path and low-impact
running path, standard signage and benches as well as other distinctive landscape improvements.
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PHOTO-SIMULATED RENDERING LOCATION #1

UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST / TRICENTENNIAL DRIVE

Existing Site Conditions Proposed Site Improvements
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PHOTO-SIMULATED RENDERING LOCATION #2
COLLINS CIRCLE EASTBOUND EXIT TO UNIVERSITY DRIVE EAST

Existing Site Conditions Proposed Site Improvements
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PHOTO-SIMULATED RENDERING LOCATION #3
UNIVERSITY DRIVE EAST / JUSTICE DRIVE

Existing Site Conditions Proposed Site Improvements
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PURPLE PATH ROUTE ASSESSMENT DRAWINGS
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PROPOSED PURPLE PATH ROUTE ALIGNMENT DRAWINGS
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INTRODUCTION

As discussed in Section 1, the Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) and Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA) have
been working for several years to develop a Transportation Spine to connect downtown Albany with the Harriman Campus, UAlbany, and
the Crossgates Mall. This concept was discussed in the Harriman Campus-University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study by
Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates, May 2007. Central to the Transportation Spine concept is the Bus Rapid Transit System, or BRT,
which is essentially a high-speed bus with limited, strategic BRT stop locations, and ideally a dedicated bus-only route to facilitate rapid
transit. A BRT study is currently being completed by IBI Group.

Various routes have been proposed for the BRT, both on and off the UAlbany campus. The Harriman Campus-University at Albany
Transportation Linkage Study proposed a route through the campus running along Justice Drive, south of Indian Quad, then through the
Dutch Quad to a stop adjacent to the Podium and thence to Tricentennial Drive, as shown in the graphic below. Due to concerns that
routing the BRT through Dutch Quad would violate the pedestrian character of the Quad and would be inconsistent with the Quad
Concepts developed under the Landscape Master Plan and accepted by UAlbany, this study recommended the alteration of the proposed
route to instead continue to the south of Dutch Quad, thence through the Dutch Gold parking lot to University Drive, with campus exit via
University Drive to Tricentennial Drive to Fuller Road. Further discussion with the BRT study team resulted in the revision of the proposed
alternate route to instead continue from Dutch Gold parking lot to Alumni Drive to Fuller Road, as shown in the graphics to the right.

PROPOSED ALTERNATE SPINE ALIGNMENT 

NANOTECH 
CAMPUS

UNIVERSITY AT ALBANY 

UPTOWN CAMPUS

McKOWNVILLE

ORIGINALLY PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION SPINE 

ALIGNMENT   (HARRIMAN – UA TRANSPORTATION LINKAGE STUDY)

NANOTECH 
CAMPUS

UNIVERSITY AT ALBANY 

UPTOWN CAMPUS

McKOWNVILLE

Proposed BRT Route image by IBI Group, April 2010
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BENEFITS AND KEY ELEMENTS

• Provides routes for mass transit and non-motorized users.

• The new cross campus roadway provides bus and BRT access east and west for existing and future routes.

• Provides connection from the Harriman Campus through UAlbany to the Nanotech Campus.

• The BRT and Bus Route is maintained without entering the Dutch Quad.

• The intersections, crossings and curvature of the roadway at the south-east corner of the Indian residence halls have been
improved for safety and flow.

• Reduced occurrence of unsafe intersections.

• The intersection at University Drive West and the SEFCU Arena has been realigned for safety and bus movements.

• Bus access, drop-off and pick-up for events at the SEFCU Arena has been streamlined for improved ingress and egress.

• Provides a safety separation and parking for the daycare center.

• Provides a 10’ wide paved multi-use alternate route across campus between the Purple Path at University Drive East and
University Drive West, plus a connecting 10’ wide paved multi-use route to the Purple Path adjacent to the SEFCU Arena.

• Access from the campus core to athletics, the pond nature trail and the Purple Path are improved and diversified.

• Improves safety for bicyclists by providing a safer alternative to traveling on the vehicular roadway.

• Clearly marked and ADA compliant crossings have been provided at all pedestrian crossings, improving safety for
pedestrians and bicyclists using the crossings.

• Curb radii have been provided to ease bus movements.
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PROPOSED CROSS CAMPUS SPINE

In anticipation of the BRT, and in concert with the Transportation Spine concept proposed in the Harriman Campus-University
at Albany Transportation Linkage Study, it is recommended to create a Cross Campus Spine to accommodate the BRT as well
as pedestrians and bicyclists. The proposed Cross Campus Spine would also include improvements to strengthen the existing
north-south route utilized by other bus routes to the west of SEFCU Arena, improvements to the north-south service drive to
the east of Indian Quad, and pedestrian walkways for connection of the Cross Campus Spine to adjoining campus facilities.
The Cross-Campus Spine roadways would be limited to buses and service vehicles (via signage) through the core of the campus
to prevent cut-through traffic. Public access would still be provided to the Physical Education parking lot from the south, UKids
Daycare from the west, and University Police from the east.

Benefits of the proposed Cross Campus Spine are presented below, with graphics illustrating the overall concept, key stops on
campus, and an example BRT station on the following page. Detailed concept drawings of the Cross Campus Spine follow in
the remainder of this section. These drawings include walkways connecting the Cross Campus Spine to the campus core and
other adjacent facilities where they are needed.
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CROSS CAMPUS SPINE ALIGNMENT AND KEY STOPS
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SCIENCE
LIBRARY

SEFCU 
ARENA

DUTCH RESIDENCE HALLS

UNIVERSITY DRIVE WEST

PHYSICAL EDUCATION

UNIVERSITY FIELD

TO UNIVERSITY DRIVE
WEST AND BRT TO

NANOTECH CAMPUS

TO UNIVERSITY DRIVE
EAST AND BRT TO

HARRIMAN CAMPUS

BUS 
STOP

BUS
STOP

TO WESTERN AVENUE

BRT
STOP

BRT
STOP

Image excerpted from Research Study: College Campus LRT/BRT Systems, IBI Group, September 2009

BRT Station at York University, 
Toronto, Ontario

EXAMPLE BRT STATION
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OVERVIEW

This section presents a summary of the recommendations from this study, presented based on priority, with Vehicular &
Pedestrian Safety Concerns being first priority, General Circulation Improvements second priority, and Other Improvements third
priority. The section of this study containing each recommendation is indicated. Opinions of Probable Cost are based on 2011
construction. Backup cost estimates are included in Appendix L. Installation of ADA-compliant curb ramps at all non-compliant
locations should be performed with adjacent construction alterations.

All individual projects listed could be constructed within a single construction season or a lesser duration.
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PRIORITY 1 – VEHICULAR & PEDESTRIAN SAFETY CONCERNS

RECOMMENDATION STUDY
SECTION

OPINION OF 
PROBABLE COST 

(2011)
Provide Additional Crosswalk Warning Systems (Signage and Striping) 5 $ 15,000

Re-stripe faded crosswalk striping 5 Performed by Campus

Correct Inappropriately Signed Intersections 4 Performed by Campus

Speed Limit Sign Replacement 4 Performed by Campus

Maximize available intersection sight distance at University Drive 
East/Justice Drive (Intersection 2) by maintaining vegetation on northwest 
side of intersection until intersection  is relocated as part of DASNY 
Housing Project.

2 Performed by Campus

Stripe off parking spaces on Carillon Drive East southeast of University Hall, 
to ensure emergency vehicle access to sidewalk along east side of 
University Hall.

3 Performed by Campus
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PRIORITY 2 - GENERAL CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS

RECOMMENDATION STUDY 
SECTION

OPINION OF 
PROBABLE COST 

(2011)
Implement Signage Replacement Plan for compliance with MUTCD retro-
reflectivity requirements and other MUTCD standards. (Section 4 – Second 
and Third Priority Action Items)

4 Performed by Campus

Intersection Reconfigurations 2

University Drive/Wash. Ave. East Entrance Road Intersection (Int. 3) $ 128,000

University Drive/Western Avenue Entrance Road Intersection  (Int. 14) $ 1,000

Purple Path* 8

Phase 1-A (Constructed with Business School project) $ 405,000

Phase 1-B (Constructed with DASNY Student Housing project) $ 977,000

Phase 2-A $ 254,000

Phase 2-B $ 248,000 

Phase 3-A $ 340,000

Phase 3-B $ 296,000

Phase 3-C $ 581,000

Phase 3-D $ 121,000

Phase 4-A $ 236,000

Phase 4-B $ 333,000

Phase 4-C $ 423,000

Phase 4-D $ 469,000

Phase 4-E $ 387,000

Phase 4-F $ 388,000

Total Purple Path Phases 1,2,3,4 $5,458,000

Total Purple Path Phases 2,3,4 (excluding Phase 1) $4,076,000

Cross-Campus Spine 9 $ 5,237,000

Close Alumni Drive at Fuller Road (if BRT not implemented) 6 $ 15,000      

*Note: Purple Path costs include lighting.  Indicated costs may decrease if determined during design that adjacent street lighting 
is sufficient. 

PRIORITY 3 - OTHER IMPROVEMENTS

RECOMMENDATION STUDY
SECTION

OPINION OF 
PROBABLE COST 

(2011)
Walkway Maintenance Replacement Program (concrete flatwork with 
concurrent installation of ADA-Compliant Curb Ramps at non-compliant 
locations)

5 $125,000
Annual budget for 5 years

Campus Access Control 7

Alternate 1: 
Gatehouses/motorized gates at Collins Circle & Western Ave. 
Entrances
Motorized gate at Alumni Drive Entrance (for BRT)
Manual gates at all other entrances        

$408,000

Alternate 2: 
Gatehouses/motorized gates at Collins Circle & Western Ave. 
Entrances
Motorized gate at Alumni Drive Entrance (for BRT)
Motorized gates at all other entrances        

$470,000
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% Higher Enrollment
Acedemic Year Fall Spring in Fall
2000‐2001 16751 15777

2001‐2002 17204 16387

2002‐2003 17426 16409

2003‐2004 16998 15783

2004‐2005 16293 15647

2005‐2006 17040 16123

2006‐2007 17434 16477

Total Enrollment
University at Albany

2006 2007 17434 16477

2007‐2008 17684 16912

2008‐2009* 18202 17216 5.73%
2009‐2010 18020 16677**

* Maximum Enrollment.
** Projected value provided by UA.

VEHICLES
Fall Max. 

Spring Inflation Enrollment

University at Albany
Fall/Spring Vehicle & Pedestrian Inflation Factors

Spring Inflation Enrollment
2009 Factor (Fall 2008)

Total Student Decals (Comm + Res) 8972 5.73% 9486

F/S/Other Decals 4054 0.0% 4054

Total Non‐Duplicate Decals 13026 3.94% 13540

Use Traffic Inflation Factor 4%

PEDESTRIANS
Max.  Fall

Spring Enrollment InflationSpring Enrollment Inflation
2009 (Fall 2008) Factor

Total Students 17216 18202 5.73%

Assume all pedestrians are students to be conservative.

Use Pedestrian Inflation Factor 6%

A‐1
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LANDSCAPE MASTER PLAN :

QUAD AND PARKING CONCEPT DESIGNS & 
ENTRANCE LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS
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Int.
No. Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
1 University�Drive�East/University�Place

Existing�Condition
Volume�(veh/hr) 108 17 69 177 21 45

Future�Condition�DY2015
Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 4 1 3 7 1 2
Cut�through�from�Harriman 24
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 112 18 72 208 22 47

2 University�Drive�East/Justice�Drive
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 8 169 17 28 241 4
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 0 7 1 1 10 0
Cut�through�from�Harriman 24
BRT 12 12
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 8 176 30 29 275 16

3 University�Drive�East/Washington�Avenue�East�Entrance�Road
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 144 243 114 118 128 82
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 6 10 5 5 5 3
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 150 253 119 123 133 85

4 Washington�Avenue/Washington�Avenue�East�Entrance�Road
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 44 0 251 20 914 10 5 6 41 212 1194 10
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 2 0 10 0 0 8
Increase�from�Int.�5�&�6 4
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 46 0 261 20 918 10 5 6 41 220 1194 10

5 Washington�Avenue/Collins�Circle�Entrance�Road
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 97 18 51 46 869 39 37 23 34 61 1157 29
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 4 1 2 2 1 2
Increase�from�Int.�4�&�6 2 2
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 101 19 53 46 871 41 37 24 34 63 1159 29

6 Washington�Avenue/I�90�Exit�2/Washington�Avenue�West�Entrance�Road
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 208 118 57 787 687 225 210 113 91 57 1208 82
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 8 5 2 9 5 2
Increase�from�Int.�4�&�5 6
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 216 123 59 787 687 234 210 118 91 59 1214 82

7 University�Drive�West/Washington�Avenue�West�Entrance�Road
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 308 183 67 328 151 75
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 12 7 3 13 6 3
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 320 190 70 341 157 78

8 University�Drive�West/Tricentennial�Drive
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 49 146 55 83 57 57 100 175 89
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 2 6 2 3 2 2 4 7 4
Nanotech�Growth 4 28 20 20 7
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 55 152 57 114 79 79 104 182 100

University�at�Albany�Pedestrian�&�Traffic�Improvement�Study

Intersection

Summary�of�Traffic�Volumes

Northbound Eastbound WestboundSouthbound
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Int.
No. Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
9 Fuller�Road/Tricentennial�Drive

Existing�Condition
Volume�(veh/hr) 14 555 31 118 65 72 54 586 6 92 42 109

Future�Condition�DY2015
Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 1 3 2 4 2 4
Nanotech�Growth 11 146 68 79 11 11
Increase�from�Int.�10�&�13 2
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 25 557 32 264 136 151 56 586 17 96 55 113

10 Fuller�Road/Alumni�Drive
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 567 15 17 733 44 27
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 1 1 2 1
Increase�from�Int.�9�&�13 12 83
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 579 16 18 816 46 28

11 University�Drive�West/Alumni�Drive
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 13 144 7 2 17 7 20 174 15 18 44 68
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 1 6 0 0 1 0 1 7 1 1 2 3
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 14 150 7 2 18 7 21 181 16 19 46 71

12 University�Drive�West/Great�Dane�Drive
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 32 169 26 30 189 31
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 1 7 1 1 8 1
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 33 176 27 31 197 32

13 Fuller�Road/Great�Dane�Drive
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 513 48 22 719 67 15
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 2 1 3 1
Increase�from�Int.�9�&�10 11 85
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 524 50 23 804 70 16

14 University�Drive�West/Western�Avenue�Entrance�Road
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 183 78 31 235 139 68
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 7 3 1 9 6 3
Cut�through�from�Harriman 24
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 190 0 81 0 32 244 169 71 0

15 Western�Avenue/Western�Avenue�Entrance�Road
Existing�Condition

Volume�(veh/hr) 79 787 243 131 1118 182
Future�Condition�DY2015

Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 3 10 5 7
Cut�through�from�Harriman 16 8
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 82 787 269 144 1118 189

Summary�of�Traffic�Volumes

Northbound Eastbound Southbound Westbound
Intersection

University�at�Albany�Pedestrian�&�Traffic�Improvement�Study
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184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901 Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650 
www.deltaengineers.com 

 “We are a seamless extension of our clients’ organizations”

October 19, 2009 

Mr. Joseph Ferguson 
University at Albany 
Office of Campus Planning 
Service Building A 
1400 Washington Avenue 
Albany, NY 12222 

RE: Traffic Analysis Parameters – Harriman Connector Road 
 University of Albany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study 
 Project No.: 2008.233.001 / UA No. A08-13393 

Dear Joe: 

This is a follow-up to UA’s prior correspondence regarding the campus’ desire to include the impact of the 
Harriman Connector Road in the traffic analysis for the Pedestrian & Traffic Study.  In response to the 
campus’ request, we have reviewed the following documents: 

A. Origin-Destination: “Cut-Through” Study, SUNY Albany Campus (Draft), The Chazen Companies, 
September 18, 2007.   

B. Provide Connector Road between U Albany Campus and Harriman Ring Road – Preliminary Design 
Report, New York State Office of General Services, August 2007. 

C. Harriman Campus-University at Albany Transportation Linkage Study, Nelson/Nygaard Consulting 
Associates & The Chazen Companies, May 2007. 

D. Harriman Research & Technology Park, Market Assessment and Master Plan Study, Final Report,
Saratoga Associates, May 23, 2006. 

The impact of the Harriman Connector Road will be dependent on a number of variables (e.g. whether the road 
will be bus-only or open to all vehicles, location of the road, cut-through traffic, development of the Harriman 
Campus, etc.).  Errol Millington indicated in our conference call on 9/14/09 that due to the number of 
“unknowns” regarding the Connector Road we should make conservative assumptions, including that the road 
will be open to all vehicles.   

There are three (3) components to the traffic which would utilize the Harriman Connector Road.  The 
following are our intended assumptions for each: 

1. Bus Traffic.  For the sake of the analysis, we assume that this would be the proposed BRT only.  IBI 
indicated in our 9/1/2009 meeting/conference call that the BRT would run at 5-10 minute intervals.  
This results in an increase of 6-12 vehicles during the peak hour.  Assuming the Connector Road would 
intersect University Drive adjacent to the Boor Sculpture Studio, north of Justice Drive, we intend to 
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add 12 vehicles per hour turning left (north) from Justice Drive onto University Drive, and 12 vehicles 
per hour turning right (west) from University Drive onto Justice Drive.   Note that it is probable that 
CDTA would install traffic signals to give precedence to the BRT as part of the BRT infrastructure 
improvements, but we will run the analysis without signals included. 

2. Cut-Through Traffic.  The Origin-Destination: “Cut-Through” Study (Reference A above) evaluated 
cut-through traffic across the UA campus. It did not evaluate traffic between UA and Harriman (i.e. 
with UA and Harriman as the origin and destination points). The study indicated that the primary “cut-
through” route with applicability to the Harriman Connector was Western to Washington (East Entry) 
via University Drive East; 39 out of 189 vehicles entering the UA campus during the PM peak period 
evaluated (4:30-5:45 PM), or approximately 21%, were cut-through traffic.  The counts were taken 
during the summer when UA was not in regular session, and Errol indicated in our conversation on 
9/14/2009 that it should be assumed that the number of cut-throughs (not the percentage) would be 
comparable when UA was in regular session.   While we could assume that a portion of the current 
“cut-through” traffic using the indicated route would utilize the Harriman Connector, this would result 
in no change in traffic utilizing the segment of University Drive East from Western to the Harriman 
Connector, and a decrease in traffic utilizing the portion of University Drive East from the Harriman 
Connector to Washington Avenue.  In order to be conservative with our analysis, we intend to not 
factor in the potential decrease in traffic volumes due to loss of cut-through traffic via the Harriman 
Connector.

3. Traffic between UA and Harriman.  None of the four documents referenced above, quantify potential 
traffic volumes between the two campuses. References B, C, and D addressed the concept of providing 
the connector to facilitate traffic between the two campuses.   

a. The Harriman Master Plan (Reference D), the oldest of these documents, provided proposed 
square footages and parking requirements for various Schemes, including the recommended 
Scheme 4 “The Innovation Community”.  This scheme includes 7 different usage types (retail, 
residential, etc.) for a total of over 3.8 million SF and 9,673 parking spaces required. While 
traffic generation numbers could be determined (though this would seem to be beyond the scope 
of the Pedestrian & Traffic Study), we have no information as to how much of the traffic would 
actually travel between the campuses versus to outside destinations, what their 
origins/destinations on the UA campus would be (which would affect which of the analyzed 
intersections to apply the traffic to), and how much of the inter-campus traffic would 
alternatively use other modes of transport (walking, bicycle, BRT) due to issues of convenience, 
parking passes, etc.

b. The OGS Provide Connector Road between U Albany Campus and Harriman Ring Road – 
Preliminary Design Report (Reference B), the most recent of documents B-D, indicated that 
“Based on the (traffic count) data collected, none of the facilities appear to be at or near 
capacity at the locations monitored and will be able to accommodate the altered traffic patterns 
that will be generated by the new connector roadway.” One of these monitoring locations 
referred to was University Drive East adjacent to the Boor Sculpture Studio.   

Due to the number of variables involved and the data at our disposal, we believe that any estimate of 
inter-campus traffic would be purely speculative and could potentially result in overstating the impacts 
on future LOS with consequent effects on our recommendations.  Therefore, we intend to not include 
any UA-Harriman inter-campus traffic in our analysis, unless UA can provide us with the specific 
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traffic increase which should be included and the specific intersections at which the full increase, or 
percentage thereof, should be included.

Please advise as to your concurrence on the intended approach on each of these items, and let us know if you 
have any comments or questions. 

Respectfully, 

DELTA ENGINEERS, ARCHITECTS, & LAND SURVEYORS, P.C. 

David A. Chase, PE, LEED AP 
Project Manager 

Cc:  Errol Millington, UAlbany 
 Peter Trowbridge, TWLA 
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David A. Chase

From: David A. Chase
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2009 5:28 PM
To: 'Joseph Ferguson'
Cc: Errol C Millington; Anthony Paniccia
Subject: RE: Pedestrian traffic design condition criteria
Attachments: 2008.233.001_Additional Services Request-2009-11-20.pdf

Joe�–�
�
Thanks�for�your�input�on�the�pedestrian�traffic�design�criteria.��
�
Regarding�the�traffic�impacts�from�the�Harriman�connector,�we�will�use�the�following�criteria�as�discussed�in�our�
conference�call:�

� We�will�use�the�criteria�indicated�in�our�October�19,2009�letter,�plus��
� We�will�add�cut�through�traffic�coming�from�the�Harriman�connector�road�headed�southbound�to�the�Western�

Ave.�entrance.��The�volume�of�this�traffic�will�be�75%�of�the�PM�peak�cut�through�traffic�volume�from�the�Chazen�
“Cut�Through”�Study�for�the�northbound�cut�through�route�from�the�Western�Ave.�entrance�to�the�Washington�
Ave.�East�entrance.��The�Chazen�cut�through�volume�was�39�vehicles�for�a�1.25�hour�period,�which�equates�to�31�
cars�for�a�1.0�hour�period.��75%�of�this�quantity�would�equate�to�24�vehicles;�therefore�we�will�add�24�vehicles�to�
the�peak�hour�analysis�in�a�southbound�direction�from�the�connector�road�to�the�Western�Ave.�entrance.�

�
Regarding�traffic�impacts�from�the�stadium,�I�have�attached�for�your�consideration�a�letter�requesting�additional�services�
if�the�campus�wishes�us�to�pursue�this�further.�
�
I�will�be�on�vacation�until�Wednesday,�December�2,�but�if�you�have�any�questions�in�the�meantime�please�contact�
Anthony�Paniccia�at�(607)�231�6610.�
�
Thanks�and�have�a�Happy�Thanksgiving!�

.

David A. Chase, PE, LEED® AP
Project Manager

Delta Engineers, Architects, & Land Surveyors, P.C.
184 Court Street
Binghamton, New York 13901-3515
Tel: 607.231.6656 Fax: 607.231.6640
Web: www.deltaengineers.com

We are a seamless extension of our clients' organizations�
�

From: Joseph Ferguson [mailto:JFerguson@uamail.albany.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2009 4:53 PM 
To: David A. Chase 
Subject: Pedestrian traffic design condition criteria 
�
David: 
 
During our phone conversation yesterday afternoon we did not have time to discuss the pedestrian traffic 
design conditions criteria. However, we concur with Delta’s criteria for pedestrian traffic as stated in the 11/3/09 
email. 

2

 
I gathered yesterday that you needed to discuss further with your associates on the project the traffic impacts 
resulting from the proposed Harriman connector road and the stadium. Please keep me in the loop in regards 
to how Delta will address these two items. 
 
Thank you, 
_________________________�
Joe�Ferguson�
Campus�Planner�
Office�of�Campus�Planning�
�

University�at�Albany,�SUNY�
1400�Washington�Ave.�SBA�
Albany,�NY�12222�
jferguson@uamail.albany.edu�
(518)�437�3709�fax�(518)�442�3464�
�
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (DASNY) and the University at Albany (UAlbany) are currently in the process ofThe Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (DASNY) and the University at Albany (UAlbany) are currently in the process of
developing plans for a new 500 bed graduate student dormitory on the southeast side of the UAlbany campus, in the vicinity of
the University Drive/University Place intersection.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the existing pedestrian and traffic facilities for University Place and the Western
Avenue/University Place intersection, analyze the impact of the proposed dormitory on traffic conditions at the Western
Avenue/University Place intersection and the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance, and evaluate University Place reconfiguration
options and the associated traffic impacts.

Traffic analyses for the Western Avenue/University Place intersection were performed for the Existing Condition and for the
Design Year 2015 condition including the addition of the traffic from the proposed dormitory. It was determined that the Level of
Service rating for all movements would be LOS C (good) or better under both conditions, therefore no traffic–related
improvements to the intersection would be recommended.

Traffic analysis for the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance was performed for the Design Year 2015 condition including the
addition of traffic from the proposed dormitory, and compared to the Design Year 2015 condition from the UAlbany Pedestrian &
Traffic Improvement Study (which assumed no increase in traffic due to the proposed dormitory). Additional traffic analysis of this
entrance was performed for the scenario where University Place would be closed or have restricted access, resulting in all
University Place traffic from the University Place/University Drive intersection being shifted to the UAlbany Western Avenue
Entrance. With the implementation of the recommendation from the UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study
(conversion of the Western Avenue Entrance Road/University Drive intersection to a 3�way stop), it was determined that the
Level of Service rating for all movements at the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance would be LOS C (good) or better under all
scenarios. Therefore, no additional improvements to the entrance due to the proposed dormitory would be recommended.

While options to eliminate or restrict through traffic on University Place between University Drive and Western Avenue would
d U i i Pl ffi l h W A /U i i Pl i i h i l i f hreduce University Place traffic volumes at the Western Avenue/University Place intersection, the implementation of these

options is not necessary from a traffic engineering standpoint. However, implementation of one of these options could be an
administration�level decision based on other factors.

The study identified the need for a defined pedestrian corridor at the parking lot north of MSC, and the need for replacement of
all traffic signage along University Place with signage compliant with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). All
curb cuts along University Place were found to be non�compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and should be
replaced when construction is being done in the area. Crosswalk striping was determined to be inadequate in some locations,
correction of which is recommended Also it is recommended to implement pedestrian warning signage at crosswalkscorrection of which is recommended. Also, it is recommended to implement pedestrian warning signage at crosswalks.

It should be noted that the City of Albany will shortly be commencing an ITS Transit Signal Priority Project along Washington and
Western Avenues. This project will include the replacement of traffic signal equipment and poles at (44) intersections along
these streets within the City of Albany, traffic signal interconnection, the installation of new ADA compliant curb cuts at the
intersections, and coordination with CDTA’s Washington & Western Avenue BRT/best bus project. The Western Avenue /
University Place intersection will be included in the project, as will the UAlbany Washington Avenue East Entrance / Washington
Avenue intersection (Int. #4) and the UAlbany Collins Circle / Washington Avenue intersection (Int. #5).

1

This�page�intentionally�left�blank

2
E - 2



SECTION 01: INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (DASNY) and the University at Albany (UAlbany) are currently in the process of
developing plans for a new 500 bed graduate student dormitory on the southeast side of the UAlbany campus, in the vicinity of
the University Drive/University Place intersection. A schematic site drawing of the proposed development is included in
Appendix A.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the existing pedestrian and traffic facilities for University Place and the Western
Avenue/University Place intersection, analyze the impact of the proposed dormitory on traffic conditions at the Western
A /U i i Pl i i d h UAlb W A E d l U i i Pl fi iAvenue/University Place intersection and the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance, and evaluate University Place reconfiguration
options and the associated traffic impacts.

The work for this study was performed as a complement to a campus�wide Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study currently
being completed for the UAlbany Uptown Campus.

DATA GATHERING

In 2009, as part of the Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study for UAlbany, twelve�hour traffic counts were conducted at one of
the busiest intersections on the UAlbany campus to determine the peak mid�week traffic period. The three�hour period
containing the peak traffic flow was determined to be on Wednesday from 3:30 PM to 6:30 PM. Traffic counts were
subsequently conducted at fifteen (15) intersections on and around the campus, including the Western Avenue Entrance, from
3:30 PM to 6:30 PM on Wednesday, April 29, 2009.

On Friday, January 22nd, 2010, for this University Place Pedestrian & Traffic Study, traffic counts were conducted at the Western
/Avenue / University Place intersection from 3:30 to 6:15 PM to correspond to the peak traffic flow time of day from the UAlbany

Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study. The UAlbany Spring Semester had commenced prior to this date. The configuration of
University Place, its traffic control devices, and its pedestrian facilities were also observed and evaluated.

A map showing the locations of the (15) intersections analyzed for the UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study
(Intersections 1 through 15) and the Western Avenue / University Place intersection (Intersection 16) is included in Appendix B.

On Thursday, February 4, 2010, traffic counts were conducted at the three (3) vehicle ingress/egress points to the Empire
Commons graduate student housing complex for use in quantifying an appropriate design traffic generation rate for theCommons graduate student housing complex, for use in quantifying an appropriate design traffic generation rate for the
proposed 500 bed graduate student dormitory.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

For this study, the Western Avenue/University Place intersection and the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance were analyzed
under different design conditions using Synchro 7 traffic analysis software to determine Level Of Service (LOS) ratings for the
individual turning movements of the intersections. All procedures used for the analysis were in conformance with the Highway
Capacity Manual.

LOS for an intersection is defined by the Highway Capacity Manual as the average delay per vehicle. The New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) Highway Design Manual (HDM), Section 5.2.2.1, describes LOS as “a qualitative measure
describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, based on service measures such as speed and travel time, freedom to
maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and convenience. Levels of service are given letter designations, from A to F, with LOS A
representing the best operating condition and LOS F the worst.” They HDM indicates that “LOS C or better is desirable and LOS D
is the minimum for the design year of a noninterstate project.” The following table presents the criteria for the various LOS letter
d i tidesignations:
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INTERSECTION LEVEL�OF�SERVICE

Level�of�Service
Signalized�Intersection�Delay�

Range�(sec/vehicle)
Unsignalized�Intersection�Delay�

Range�(sec/vehicle)
Description�of�
Performance

A < 10 < 10 Excellent

B >�10�and�< 20� >�10�and�< 15� Very�Good

C > 20 and < 35 > 15 and < 25 GoodC >�20�and�< 35 >�15�and�< 25 Good

D >�35�and�< 55� >�25�and�< 35� Acceptable

E >�55�and�< 80� >�35�and�< 50� Poor

F >�80 >�50 Failing
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SECTION 02: EXISTING AND FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

EXISTING CONDITION

The Existing Condition LOS analysis for the Western Avenue/University Place intersection (Intersection 16) was based on the peak
hour traffic volumes from the January 22, 2010 traffic counts.

FUTURE CONDITION (DESIGN YEAR 2015) � UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study

The Design Year (DY) 2015 condition for the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance (Intersections 14 and 15) from the UAlbany
P d t i & T ffi I t St d i l d d th f ll i f t Th f t dd d t th E i ti C diti kPedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study included the following factors. These factors were added to the Existing Condition peak
hour traffic volumes (determined from the April 29, 2009 traffic counts) to arrive at the DY 2015 traffic volumes utilized in the
UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study:

• Higher fall semester enrollment factor

o 4% vehicular traffic increase (for campus movements).

o 6% pedestrian increase (for all movements)o 6% pedestrian increase (for all movements).

• An increase of (24) southbound vehicles per hour traveling along University Drive from the proposed Harriman
Connector Road to the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance. These vehicles represent potential cut�through traffic from
the Harriman Connector Road to Western Avenue.

Traffic increases for the proposed 500�bed dormitory on the southeast portion of campus were not included in the DY 2015
condition based on the assumption that there would be no net increase in traffic, as the new dormitory would be utilized by
students who currently commute to campus from off�campus residences.y p p

FUTURE CONDITION WITH DORMITORY (DESIGN YEAR 2015 + DORM)

The DY 2015 + Dorm condition for the Western Avenue/University Place intersection (Intersection 16) included a higher fall
semester enrollment factor applied to the Existing Condition peak hour traffic volumes (4% vehicular traffic increase for
University Place movements, 6% pedestrian increase for all movements, similar to the UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement
Study), as well as a portion of the added dormitory traffic as discussed below.y) p y

The DY 2015 + Dorm condition at the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance (Intersections 14 and 15) included the DY 2015 traffic
volumes plus a portion of the added dormitory traffic as discussed below.

While the UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study assumed no net increase in traffic due to the proposed 500�bed
dormitory, this study evaluated the potential localized increase in traffic for the campus ingress/egress points at Western
Avenue. Traffic generation for the proposed dormitory was estimated based on the February 4, 2010 traffic counts at Empire
Commons, which is a graduate student housing complex and as such can be assumed to have comparable traffic generation
characteristics to the proposed 500�bed graduate student dormitory. PM Peak Hour traffic for Empire Commons based on the
traffic counts is shown in the table below, as well as the estimated traffic generation for the proposed 500�bed dormitory.
Distribution of the proposed dormitory traffic is discussed in Section 03 for the various University Place reconfiguration options.

Student�Housing�Traffic�Generation
Empire�Commons Proposed�Dormitory

Number�of�Beds 1,184 500

PM P k H V hi lPM�Peak�Hour�Vehicles

Entering 118�(45%) 50

Exiting� 146�(55%) 62

Total� 264 112
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SECTION 03: RECONFIGURATION OPTIONS

EXISTING CONFIGURATION

The primary pedestrian safety concern with the current configuration of University Place is the lack of a defined pedestrian
corridor across the parking lot north of MSC, as shown below. Sidewalks are present from Western Avenue to the northeast
corner of MSC, and along University Place from the parking lot north of MSC to University Drive; however, no connection
between these sidewalks exists across the parking lot north of MSC. Many pedestrians travel in the manner shown below.
Pedestrian safety issues result from the close proximity and intersections of the pedestrian travel route with the roadway.

No configuration concerns were identified with the Western Avenue/University Place intersection, with the exception of
d fi i t b d lk t i i i di t d i S ti 05deficient curb ramps and crosswalk striping as indicated in Section 05.

MAIN�CAMPUS

LEGEND

Pedestrians�travelling�
to/from�the�Main�Campus�
along�University�Place�tend�

to�cross�the�roadway�
creating�a�safety�concern.

LEGEND

VEHICULAR�TRAVEL

PEDESTRIAN�TRAVEL

MSC

UAB
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PROPOSED CONFIGURATIONS

This section proposes four (4) possible reconfiguration options for University Place, with the goal of creating defined, safe routing
for vehicular and pedestrian traffic along University Place with as minimal vehicle�pedestrian interaction as possiblefor vehicular and pedestrian traffic along University Place with as minimal vehicle�pedestrian interaction as possible.

• Option 1 proposes to keep University Place open to through traffic from University Drive to Western Avenue.

• Options 2, 3, and 4 propose restricting or eliminating through traffic between University Drive and Western Avenue in
some way.

These options are set forth with the assumption that the configuration of University Place will change due to the construction of
the 500 bed dormitory to the north of University Place. The new alignment of University Place will include an entrance to they y g y
MSC/UAB parking lot at the western edge, rather than at the northern edge as in the current configuration. As a result of the
new alignment of University Place, the current configuration of the parking spaces in the MSC/UAB parking lot will need to be
changed.

OPTION 1:

This option would allow all traffic to continue to use University Place for transit between University Drive and Western Avenue.p y y
The alignment of University Place through the MSC/UAB Parking Lot and the parking lot configuration will change due to the new
entrance location to the parking lot. It is recommended to provide a separation between the road and parking. A dedicated
pedestrian route is also recommended.

Reconfigure�parking�
lot�layout�and�provide�
separation�between�

road�and�parking.

Provide�
dedicated�
Pedestrian�

route.

8
E - 5



For the traffic analysis, it was assumed that all traffic generated by the proposed dormitory would travel to/from off�campus
destinations, and would be distributed to the campus entrances as follows:

• Western Avenue/University Place intersection – 20%
• Western Avenue Entrance – 40%Western Avenue Entrance 40%
• Entrances on Washington Avenue and Fuller Road – 40%.

The added dormitory traffic at the Western Avenue/University Place intersection and the Western Avenue Entrance was
distributed to the respective turning movements to/from Western Avenue in the same proportions as the existing traffic
proportions (determined from the traffic counts) for the traffic analysis.

For the entrances on Washington Avenue and Fuller Road, it was assumed that the dormitory traffic would utilize these
entrances in the same proportions relative to each other as currently. Given that existing traffic usage of these entrances is
approximately 75% of the total usage for all campus entrances (based on the April 29, 2009 traffic counts), it is assumed that
the potential shift in traffic to Western Avenue due to the proposed dormitory will result in either no change or potentially
reduced traffic volumes at the entrances on Washington Avenue and Fuller Road. Therefore, these entrances were not
included in the traffic analysis for this study.

See Appendix C for a graphic illustrating the distribution of the traffic to the intersections. A summary table for the traffic
analyses with traffic volumes and LOS ratings is included in Appendix E. Data sheets for the individual traffic analyses are
included in Appendix F.

IMPACT OF OPTION 1 TO WESTERN AVENUE/UNIVERISTY PLACE INTERSECTION (Intersection 16)

The LOS analysis indicated that the Western Avenue / University Place intersection has an LOS rating of A (excellent) for all
Western Avenue movements and LOS rating of C (good) for the University Place exit movement in both the Existing Condition
and the DY 2015 + Dorm condition. It should be noted that the traffic counts were conducted on a Friday, which is an atypical
day for traffic counts, as traffic is generally higher than mid�week. Therefore, the traffic analysis results are conservative. No
improvements to the intersection would be recommendedimprovements to the intersection would be recommended.

It should be noted that the City of Albany will shortly be commencing an ITS Transit Signal Priority Project along Washington
and Western Avenues. This project will include the replacement of traffic signal equipment and poles at (44) intersections
along these streets within the City of Albany, traffic signal interconnection, the installation of new ADA compliant curb cuts at
the intersections, and coordination with CDTA’s Washington & Western Avenue BRT/best bus project. The Western Avenue /
University Place intersection will be included in the project, as will the UAlbany Washington Avenue East Entrance /
Washington Avenue intersection (Int. #4) and the UAlbany Collins Circle / Washington Avenue intersection (Int. #5).

EXISTING�CONDITION DESIGN YEAR 2015�+�DORM�CONDITION

A
A

A
A

C

A
A

A
A

C
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IMPACT OF OPTION 1 TO WESTERN AVENUE ENTRANCE (Intersections 14 and 15)

The UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study will recommend the conversion of the University Drive portion of the
entrance (Intersection 14) to a 3�way stop, by adding stop signs to both the eastbound and westbound lanes of University
Drive. This recommendation, while not triggered by an “action level” LOS (E or F), would improve the overall performance of
this intersection to LOS A or B for all movements in the DY 2015 condition, versus having the northbound left turn onto
University Drive be LOS D without the addition of these stop signs. The addition of the stop signs would also have the benefit
of slowing down traffic on this portion of University Drive. All LOS for the various movements at Intersection 15 in the DY 2015
condition are LOS C or better.

The addition of the dormitory traffic in the DY 2015 + Dorm condition does not result in any change of the LOS ratings for any
movements at either Intersection 14 or 15, therefore no improvements to these intersections would be recommended, other, p ,
than the conversion of Intersection 14 to a 3�way stop.
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OPTION 2:

This option would restrict the use of Upper University Place (between the MSC/UAB Parking Lot and University Drive) for ingress
and egress to campus officials, emergency responders, and service vehicles. Access control systems (motorized gates, card
readers, and traffic loops) could be used at each end of Upper University Place in the locations shown below.

MAIN�CAMPUS

Access�gates�
restricting�all��
traffic�except�

privileged
MSC

UAB

privileged�
cardholders.

It was assumed for the traffic analysis for this option that all University Place traffic to/from University Drive would shift to the
Western Avenue Entrance (Intersections 14 and 15). The traffic impact of these options on the Western Avenue/University Place
intersection (Intersection 16) was not analyzed, as it would result in net decrease in traffic and an improvement to an already
acceptable LOS rating. See Appendix D for a graphic illustrating the distribution of dormitory traffic to the Western Avenue
entrance. A summary table for the traffic analyses with traffic volumes and LOS ratings is included in Appendix E. Data sheets for
th i di id l t ffi l i l d d i A di Fthe individual traffic analyses are included in Appendix F.

The LOS analyses indicated that with the conversion of the University Drive/Western Avenue Entrance Road intersection
(Intersection #14) to a 3�way stop as will be recommended by the UAlbany Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study, the impacts
at this entrance will be acceptable under the Design Year 2015 conditions, with all movements at both Intersection 14 and 15
being LOS C (Good) or better. Therefore, no improvements to the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance (Intersections 14 and 15)
would be recommended other than the conversion of Intersection 14 to a 3�way stop. It should be noted that if Intersection 14
were not converted to a 3�way stop, the Level of Service for the northbound left turn movement under this Option would
degrade to LOS F (Failing)degrade to LOS F (Failing).

It should also be noted that this option could be problematic for emergency vehicle access due to the potential quantity of
different emergency vehicles which could use this route, and the provision of access cards for all these vehicles.

11

OPTION 3:

This option would eliminate the connection of University Place from the MSC/UAB Parking Lot to University Drive. This would
eliminate traffic cutting through from Western Avenue to University Drive through the MSC/UAB Parking Lot. There would be no
need for a defined roadway separation (curbs, etc.) through the MSC/UAB parking lot, although a pedestrian walkway from the
new 500 bed dormitory would still be recommended.

MAIN�CAMPUS

Eliminate�roadway.

MSC

UAB

This option would have a similar impact to Option 2 on the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance. Conversion of Intersection 14 to a
3�way stop would still be recommended. This option would also have the effect of lessening the traffic volumes at the Western
A / U i i Pl i i (I i 16) d ib d d O i 2Avenue / University Place intersection (Intersection 16) as described under Option 2.
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OPTION 4:

This option would involve the installation of some type of constructed barrier at southernmost portion of MSC.

•Western Avenue access would be provided for visitors to UAB/MSC buildings.
•Connection is provided to the rear parking lots from University Drive for campus officials, etc.
•No cut through traffic between Western Avenue and University Drive would be allowed.

MAIN�CAMPUS

Permanent�barriers

Connection�is�
provided�to�the�rear�

parking�lots�from�
University�Drive

MSC

UABUAB

Western�Ave�access��
would�be�provided�

for�visitors�to�
UAB/MSC�buildings

This option would have a similar impact to Option 2 on the UAlbany Western Avenue Entrance. Conversion of Intersection 14 to a
3�way stop would still be recommended. This option would also have the effect of lessening the traffic volumes at the Western
Avenue / University Place intersection (Intersection 16) as described under Option 2.
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SECTION�04:�TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES

MUTCDMUTCD

Manual�on Uniform�Traffic�Control�Devices�(MUTCD)

The MUTCD defines the standards used by road managers nationwide to install and maintain traffic control devices on all streets
and highways. The MUTCD is published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) under 23 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR), Part 655, Subpart F. New York State adopted the National MUTCD along with a State Supplement, effective September
2007.

Traffic control devices (TCD) are very critical for the safe and efficient transportation of people and goods. The MUTCD, by setting
minimum standards and providing guidance, ensures uniformity of traffic control devices across the nation. The use of uniform
TCDs (messages, location, size, shapes, and colors) helps reduce crashes and congestion, and improves the efficiency of the
surface transportation system. Uniformity also helps reduce the cost of TCDs through standardization. The MUTCD is a dynamic
document that changes with time to address contemporary safety and operational issues.

All signs in the area of University Place are non�compliant with the MUTCD, for various reasons. They all should be replaced in an
orderly methodical fashion A signage replacement plan is recommended in order to ensure uniformity and compliance with theorderly, methodical fashion. A signage replacement plan is recommended in order to ensure uniformity and compliance with the
MUTCD. Below are some of the main areas where the signage replacement plan should focus.

VISIBILITY AND ORIENTATION OF SIGNAGE

MUTCD Section 1A.04

Placement and Operation of Traffic Control Devices

Placement of a traffic control device should be within the road user’s view so that adequate visibility is provided. To aid in
conveying the proper meaning, the traffic control device should be appropriately positioned with respect to the location, object,
or situation to which it applies. The location and legibility of the traffic control device should be such that a road user has
adequate time to make the proper response in both day and night conditionsadequate time to make the proper response in both day and night conditions.

MUTCD Section 1A.05

Maintenance of Traffic Control Devices

Physical maintenance of traffic control devices should be performed to retain the legibility and visibility of the device, and to
retain the proper functioning of the device.

MUTCD Section 2A.20

Unless otherwise stated in this Manual, signs should be vertically mounted at right angles to the direction of, and facing, the
traffic that they are intended to serve.

15

SIZE AND DIMENSIONS

MUTCD Section 2A.12

UNIFORMITY

MUTCD Section 1A.06

The sign dimensions prescribed in this Manual and in the
“Standard Highway Signs” book shall be used unless
engineering judgment determines that other sizes are
appropriate. Where engineering judgment determines that
sizes smaller than the prescribed dimensions are appropriate
for use, the sign dimensions shall not be less than the
minimum dimensions specified in this Manual. Where
engineering judgment determines that sizes larger than the

ib d di i i f d d

Uniformity of devices simplifies the task of the road user
because it aids in recognition and understanding, thereby
reducing perception/reaction time. Uniformity assists road
users, law enforcement officers, and traffic courts by giving
everyone the same interpretation. Uniformity assists public
highway officials through efficiency in manufacture,
installation, maintenance, and administration. Uniformity
means treating similar situations in a similar way The use of

RETRO�REFLECTIVITY

prescribed dimensions are appropriate for use, standard
shapes and colors shall be used and standard proportions
shall be retained as much as practical.

MUTCD Section 5A.03 Design

Traffic control devices for use on low�volume roads shall be
designed in accordance with the criteria contained in Part 5,
and where required in other applicable Parts of this Manual

means treating similar situations in a similar way. The use of
uniform traffic control devices does not, in itself, constitute
uniformity. A standard device used where it is not appropriate
is as objectionable as a nonstandard device; in fact, this might
be worse, because such misuse might result in disrespect at
those locations where the device is needed and appropriate.

MUTCD Section 2A.08

Regulatory, warning, and guide signs shall be retro�reflective
or illuminated to show the same shape and similar color by
both day and night. (The sign must have either reflector
“buttons” or similar units, or a material that has a smooth,
sealed outer surface over a microstructure that reflects light.)

and where required, in other applicable Parts of this Manual.
The typical sizes for signs installed on low�volume roads shall
be as shown in Table 5A�1. The Minimum sign sizes shall only
be used on low�volume roads where the 85th�percentile
speed or posted speed limit is less than 60 km/h (35 mph).

Section 2A.09 (Maintaining Minimum Retro�reflectivity) of
the MUTCD suggests different methods for evaluating the
retro�reflectivity of each sign. Visual nighttime inspections are
recommended.

Visual Nighttime Inspection – The retro�reflectivity of an
existing sign is assessed by a trained sign inspector conducting
a visual inspection from a moving vehicle during nighttime

The sign shown below is located on University Place in the
vicinity of the MSC/UAB Parking Lot. It does not meet
minimum STOP sign size requirements This sign should be p f g g g

conditions. Signs that are visually identified by the inspector to
have retro�reflectivity below the minimum levels should be
replaced.

RETRO�REFLECTIVE

minimum STOP sign size requirements. This sign should be
replaced with an MUTCD compliant 30”x30” STOP sign.

NON�RETRO�REFLECTIVE

* Approximately 85% of regulatory, guide, and warning signs
in the vicinity of University Place do not meet modern retro�
reflective requirements.

16
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CONDITION

Part of maintaining a legible, unambiguous system of Traffic
Control Devices is ensuring that each sign is clean, bright, and
intact To achieve these goals it is necessary to consider the

SIGN SUPPORTS

Traffic sign supports along the roadside sometimes present
a hazard of injury or death to an errant driver who strikes
the support. Sign posts that are installed on Nationalintact. To achieve these goals it is necessary to consider the

following questions: Are the sign posts plumb? Is there
obvious damage to the face of the sign? Is the
lettering/design of the sign face faded or discolored?

MUTCD Section 1A.05
Maintenance of Traffic Control Devices

Functional maintenance of traffic control devices should be

pp g p
Highway System roads or by Federal Aid contracts are
required to meet a national crashworthiness standard
found in National Cooperative Highway Research Program
(NCHRP) Report 350.

Signs on other roads should meet these standards. This will
help municipalities reduce their liability risk. These sign post
systems are designed to minimize the hazard to motorFunctional maintenance of traffic control devices should be

used to determine if certain devices need to be changed to
meet current traffic conditions. Physical maintenance of traffic
control devices should be performed to retain the legibility and
visibility of the device, and to retain the proper functioning of
the device. Clean, legible, properly mounted devices in good
working condition command the respect of road users.

FADING AND DISCOLORATION

vehicle occupants in collisions. These supports have been
tested to demonstrate that they are likely to break away in
a controlled manner when hit, which is unlikely to cause
injury to the occupants of the vehicle. Many have base
stubs designed to be reusable after a collision, reducing the
labor needed for repair.

MUTCD Section 2A.19
FADING AND DISCOLORATION

Over time, exposure to the elements can fade and discolor
TCDs which may make them unrecognizable or illegible.

DAMAGE TO SIGN

If the sign face is bent the angled portion could be difficult to

Ground�mounted sign supports shall be breakaway,
yielding, or shielded with a longitudinal barrier or crash
cushion if within the clear zone.

If the sign face is bent the angled portion could be difficult to
read. Depressions or scratches in the face of the sign could
obscure the lettering or result in confusion of the driver. Also,
if the material is damaged it could eventually lead to further
deterioration.

Above: This sign’s supports are equipped with breakaway
bolts to help ensure that it will break away in a controlled
manner if hit by a vehicle. (Sign is elsewhere on campus
and show for example purpose.)

Ab Thi i h b k b l d bAbove: This signpost has no breakaway bolts and no base
stubs. It would not break away in a controlled manner if hit
by a vehicle, and it would require sinking a new post in
order to replace it. (Sign is elsewhere on campus and show
for example purpose.)
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SECTION�05:��PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

CURB RAMPS CROSSWALK STRIPINGCURB RAMPS

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that new
and altered facilities be accessible to and usable by persons
with disabilities. In short, pedestrian crossings need to be
equipped with curb cuts and detectable warnings. Curb cuts
allow for manual and motorized wheelchairs as well as other
disabled pedestrians to easily mount a curb onto a sidewalk at
a pedestrian crossing Detectable warnings warn a blind or

CROSSWALK STRIPING

Some of the crosswalks crossing University Place, including
at the Western Avenue/University Place intersection, lack
proper crosswalk striping. All crosswalks should be striped
with a NYSDOT approved striping pattern. The
recommended type is the “Combined Type LS” because it
is consistent with the rest of the UAlbany Campus.

a pedestrian crossing. Detectable warnings warn a blind or
visually impaired pedestrian that he or she is about to enter a
roadway or intersection. From the drawing in Appendix G, it
can be seen that none of the curb cuts in the vicinity of
University Place are ADA compliant. Non�compliant curb cuts
should be replaced when construction is being done in the
area. It should be noted that the non�compliant curb cuts at
the Western Avenue/University Place intersection are planned
to be replaced as part of the upcoming City of Albany ITSp p p g y y
Transit Signal Priority Project.

NYSDOT�APPROVED�CROSSWALK�STRIPING�DETAILS

CURB�
CUTS

NYSDOT�
APPROVED�
STRIPING

DETECTABLE�
WARNINGS�

(TRUNCATED�
DOMES)

NYSDOT�APPROVED�CURB�RAMP�DETAILS

DOMES)

ADA�&�NYSDOT�COMPLIANT�CROSSWALK

19

PROPOSED�PEDESTRIAN�WARNING
SYSTEM

f i i h i l ll h k

PROPOSED�WARNING SYSTEM�
SCENARIOS

After examining the National MUTCD as well as the New York
State Supplement and considering several NYSDOT approved
crosswalk warning systems, one particular system has been
selected based on its effectiveness and its relative cost.

It is important to ensure that vehicles approaching a
crosswalk are warned of the crosswalk. PEDESTRIAN
CROSSING SIGNS (sign W11�2) should be placed in
conjunction with the DOWNWARD POINTING ARROW (sign

STOPPING�LEG�OF�INTERSECTION

conjunction with the DOWNWARD POINTING ARROW (sign
W16�7p) at each designated midblock crosswalk. Having this
sign combination at each midblock crosswalk ensures that
drivers are aware of the crosswalk.

STOPPING�LEG�OF�T� INTERSECTION�/�MIDBLOCK�CROSSWALK

Secondly, STATE LAW YIELD TO PEDESTRIANS WITHIN
CROSSWALK signs (sign R1�6) should be mounted in the
street within the crosswalk. These signs, placed on the center
line of the road, not only warn the driver of a pedestrian
crosswalk but also visually restrict the lane width causing the
driver to slow down. Although these signs are likely to
become damaged by vehicles and/or possibly stolen, it is still
a relatively inexpensive, effective system for pedestrian

i ddi i ll i b d hprotection. Additionally, sign NYR9�7 may be mounted at the
right side of the road in advance of the crosswalk roadside
for additional warning purposes.

The R1�6 sign may be
mounted to a rubber boot
which is anchored to the
asphalt. This would allow
the sign to lay flat if it were

MIDBLOCK�CROSSWALK

hit by a vehicle (lengthens
sign life) and also prevents
the sign from being stolen.
Alternatively, the signs could
be placed within the
crosswalk on a heavy rubber
stand which allows them to
be removed quickly if

d d hneeded. The R1�6 sign is
most likely a seasonal sign; it
can be removed during the
winter months to facilitate
snow plowing.
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APPENDIX B
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APPENDIX C

PROPOSED DORMITORY TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION 

- UNIVERSITY PLACE OPEN -

500-Bed Dorm
(112) Vehicle Trips

45% Entering = (50)
55% Exiting = (62)

PROPOSED STUDENT HOUSING TRAFFIC ADDITIONS
BACKUP SHEET

Washington Avenue East Entrance

Western Avenue Entrance

University Place / Western 
Avenue Entrance

40% of Total 
Traffic Volume

40% of Total 
Traffic Volume

WB – Left     (25) NB – Right      (20)

SB –Right 
35%
(9)

SB - Left 
65%
(16)

EB –Left 
30%
(6)

WB – Right
70%
(14)

20% of Total 
Traffic Volume

SB –Right 
40%
(5)

SB - Left 
60%
(7)

EB –Left 
25%
(3)

WB – Right
75%
(7)

INT. 14

INT. 15

INT. 16
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APPENDIX�D

PROPOSED�DORMITORY�TRAFFIC�DISTRIBUTION�

� UNIVERSITY�PLACE�CLOSED�OR�RESTRICTED��

PROPOSED�STUDENT�HOUSING�TRAFFIC�ADDITIONS
� WITH�UNIVERSITY�PLACE�CLOSED�OR�RESTRICTED��

BACKUP SHEETBACKUP�SHEET

Washington�Avenue�East�Entrance

0% f l

500�Bed�Dorm
(112)�Vehicle�Trips

45%�Entering�=�(50)
% i i (62)

40%�of�Total�
Traffic�Volume

55%�Exiting�=�(62)

60%�of�Total�
Traffic�Volume

WB�– Left�����(37) NB�– Right������(30)INT 14 ( ) g ( )

SB�–Right�
35%

(14)

SB�� Left�
65%
(23)

EB�–Left�
30%
(9)

WB�– Right
70%
(21)

INT.�14

INT.�15

Western�Avenue�Entrance
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APPENDIX�E

SUMMARY OF TRAFFIC ANALYSES

Int.
No. Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
16 Western�Avenue/University�Place

Existing�Condition
Volume�(veh/hr) ��� ��� ��� 10 970 ��� ��� 1191 31 86 ��� 57
LOS ��� ��� ��� A A ��� ��� A A C ��� C

Future�Condition�DY�2015�+�Dorm
Higher�Fall�Enrollment�Factor 1 1 3 2
New�Dormitory 3 7 7 5
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) ��� ��� ��� 14 970 ��� ��� 1191 39 96 ��� 64
LOS ��� ��� ��� A A ��� ��� A A C ��� C

14 Western�Avenue�Entrance/University�Drive
Future�Condition�DY�2015�(from�UA�PTS),�with�intersection�converted�to�3�way�stop

Volume�(veh/hr) 190 ��� 81 ��� 32 244 169 71 ��� ��� ��� ���
LOS A ��� A ��� B B B B ��� ��� ��� ���

Future�Condition�DY�2015�+�Dorm,�with�intersection�converted�to�3�way�stop,�University�Place�open
New�Dormitory ��� 20 ��� 25 ��� ��� ��� ���
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 190 ��� 101 ��� 32 244 194 71 ��� ��� ��� ���
LOS A ��� A ��� B B B B ��� ��� ��� ���

Future�Condition�DY�2015�+�Dorm,�with�intersection�converted�to�3�way�stop,�University�Place�closed
New�Dormitory ��� 30 ��� 37 ��� ��� ��� ���
Non�Dorm�Traffic�Shift�from�Int.�1* 22 ��� 47 ��� 18 72 ��� ��� ��� ���
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 212 ��� 158 ��� 32 262 278 71 ��� ��� ��� ���
LOS B B B B C C

15 Western�Avenue�Entrance/Western�Avenue
Future�Condition�DY�2015�(from�UA�PTS)

Volume�(veh/hr) ��� ��� ��� 82 787 ��� ��� 1118 189 269 ��� 144
LOS ��� ��� ��� B B ��� ��� B A C ��� C

Future�Condition�DY�2015�+�Dorm,�University�Place�open
New�Dormitory ��� ��� ��� 6 ��� ��� 14 16 ��� 9
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) ��� ��� ��� 88 787 ��� ��� 1118 203 285 ��� 153
LOS B B B A C C

Future�Condition�DY�2015�+�Dorm,�University�Place�closed
New�Dormitory 9 21 23 14
Non�Dorm�Traffic�Shift�from�Int.�1** 17 52 54 36
Total�Volume�(veh/hr) 108 787 1118 262 346 194
LOS C C B A C C

University�Place�Pedestrian�&�Traffic�Study

**Non�Dorm�Traffic�Shift�from�Intersection�1�to�Intersection�15���Traffic�from�the�UA�Pedestrian�&�Traffic�Improvement�Study �for�DY�2015�at�Intersection�1�
was�shifted�to�Intersection�15,�with�the�total�entering�and�exiting�traffic�volumes�remaining�the�same�(entering�69,�exiting�90).�These�volumes�were�distributed�
to�the�movements�to/from�Western�Avenue�in�the�same�relative�proportions�as�the�traffic�entering�and�exiting�University�Place�at�Western�Avenue�in�the�
Existing�Condition�(entering:�75%�from�East,�25%�from�West;�exiting:�60%�to�East,�40%�to�West).

Intersection

Summary�of�Traffic�Analyses

Northbound Eastbound Westbound Southbound

*Non�Dorm�Traffic�Shift�from�Intersection�1�to�Intersection�14���Traffic�from�the�UA�Pedestrian�&�Traffic�Improvement�Study �for�DY�2015�at�Intersection�1�was�
shifted�to�Intersection�14,�with�the�traffic�volumes�by�movement�remaining�the�same�(entering�right�turn�47,�entering�left�turn�22,�exiting�right�turn�18,�exiting�
left�turn�72).��This�can�be�assumed�because�there�are�no�"destinations"�between�Intersections�1�and�14.
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APPENDIX G

CURB CUT INVENTORY
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APPENDIX G

PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

New York Vehicle and Traffic Law Section 1623 - Regulation Of 
Traffic On The Grounds Of State Departments, Institutions Of 
The State University, State Hospitals And Other State 
Institutions.

§ 1623. Regulation of traffic on the grounds of state departments, institutions of the state university, state
hospitals and other state institutions. (a) Upon the application of the head of any state department, upon the
application of the board of trustees of the state university of New York and upon the application of the board of
visitors or other similar board or body of a state hospital or state institution, the department of transportation may
by order, rule or regulation prohibit, restrict or regulate traffic on or pedestrian use of any highway on the
grounds of the department, institution or institutions over which the department head, board or body making such
applications has jurisdiction. (b) This section shall not apply to any of the grounds referred to in section fifty-seven

hundred eight of the education law.

Last modified: July 30, 2006

G - 1

New York Education Law Section 5708 - Powers To 

Police Grounds And Regulate Traffic Thereon.

§ 5708. Powers to police grounds and regulate traffic thereon.  1. For

the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  safety  of its students, faculty,

employees and visitors, Cornell  university  is  hereby  authorized  and

empowered  through  its  board of trustees: a. To adopt, make applicable

and enforce, upon the streets, roads and highways owned,  controlled  or

maintained  by said university within the grounds of said university and

constituting a part of the educational  and  research  plant  or  plants

owned  or  under  the  supervision,  administration, and control of said

university, such provisions of the vehicle and  traffic  law,  and  such

rules  of  the state department of transportation as control or regulate

vehicular or pedestrian traffic, and parking.

b. To adopt and enforce such additional rules and regulations for  the

control  of  the use of the streets and roads described in the foregoing

subdivision as local authorities are  empowered  to  adopt  and  enforce

pursuant to said vehicle and traffic law.

c.  To  adopt  and enforce rules and regulations not inconsistent with

law, controlling parking of vehicles and pedestrian traffic over,  along

and  upon  the  lands and premises of said university or the streets and

highways therein, and to control or prohibit thereon or therein vending,

hawking, loitering and trespassing.

d. To erect, operate and maintain at the entrance or entrances to  any

such  grounds and at other appropriate points thereon or therein control

lights, signs and signals.

2. A violation of any section of the vehicle and traffic law or of any

rule of the  state  department  of  transportation  made  applicable  as

provided   in  paragraph  a  of  subdivision  one  hereof,  shall  be  a

misdemeanor or traffic infraction as designated in such law or rules  as

the  case  may be, and punishable as therein provided, and any violation

of a rule or regulation adopted under paragraph  b  of  subdivision  one

hereof  shall  be a traffic infraction and punishable as provided in the

state vehicle and traffic law.

3. A violation of any rules or regulations of the  university  adopted

pursuant  to  paragraph  c  of  subdivision  one  of this section, shall

constitute a misdemeanor punishable by fine not exceeding fifty  dollars

or by imprisonment not exceeding six months, or both.

4. Notice of any such laws or rules and regulations made applicable or

adopted  as hereinbefore provided shall be given either personally or by

reasonable notice conspicuously posted on the said lands  and  premises,

or  by  traffic sign, signal or device, and by filing a copy of all such

laws, rules and regulations, and amendments thereof from time  to  time,

in  the office of the clerk of the city, town, or village where they are

to be enforced. Such laws, rules and regulations shall be enforced,  and

violations  thereof shall be punishable in any court having jurisdiction

in the territory in which such violations shall occur.

Last modified: August 13, 2006
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PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: JLW

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 7/8/2009

File: Check By: CJM

Method: Radar Meter Date: 7/10/2009

Time: 1130 to 1200 Weather: Partly cloudy

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location A- Eastbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 35

2 37

3 30

4 30

5 30

6 30

7 32

8 33

9 27

10 36

11 35

12 35

13 28

14 33

15 31

16 30

17 32

18 33

19 32

20 28

21 32

22 25

23 37 Heavy - city bus

24 37

25 30

26 30

27 38

28 27

29 31

30 27

31 23

32 31

33 31

34 38

35 34

36 27

37 39

38 36

39 36

40 29

41 37

42 37

43 41

44 37

45 37

46 37

47 29

48 27

49 28

50 30

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: JLW

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 7/8/2009

File: Check By: CJM

Method: Radar Meter Date: 7/10/2009

Time: 1130 to 1200 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location A - Eastbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

23 1 1 2%

25 1 2 4%

27 5 7 14%

28 3 10 20%

29 2 12 24%

30 8 20 40%

31 4 24 48%

32 4 28 56%

33 3 31 62%

34 1 32 64%

35 3 35 70%

36 3 38 76%
85th

37 8 46 92%

38 2 48 96%

39 1 49 98%

41 1 50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 36.6 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 1



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: JLW

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 7/8/2009

File: Check By: CJM

Method: Radar Meter Date: 7/10/2009

Time: 1130 to 1200 Weather: Partly cloudy

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location A- Westbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 29

2 30

3 30

4 29

5 26

6 35

7 31

8 35

9 32

10 32

11 27

12 29

13 32

14 29

15 28 Heavy

16 28

17 27

18 33

19 28

20 34

21 25

22 35

23 30

24 29

25 30

26 30

27 27

28 34

29 33

30 34

31 32

32 33

33 27

34 30

35 32

36 32

37 30

38 33

39 30

40 31

41 27

42 27

43 40

44 31

45 33

46 28

47 29

48 30

49 29

50 35

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: JLW

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 7/8/2009

File: Check By: CJM

Method: Radar Meter Date: 7/10/2009

Time: 1130 to 1200 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location A - Westbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

25 1 1 2%

26 1 2 4%

27 6 8 16%

28 4 12 24%

29 7 19 38%

30 9 28 56%

31 3 31 62%

32 6 37 74%

33 5 42 84%
85th

34 3 45 90%

35 4 49 98%

40 1 50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 33.2 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 2



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0800 to 0830 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location B - Northbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 34

2 26

3 25

4 27

5 32

6 32

7 28

8 44

9 28

10 35

11 28

12 24

13 35

14 34

15 38

16 36

17 34

18 33

19 32

20 34

21 32

22 34

23 29

24 27

25 30

26 28

27 20

28 25

29 24

30 28

31 36

32 30

33 23

34 32

35 36

36 30

37 30

38 35

39 27

40 25

41 30

42 32

43 26

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: CJM

Method: Radar Meter Date: 7/9/2009

Time: 0800 to 0830 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location B - Northbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

20 1 1 2%

23 1 2 5%

24 2 4 9%

25 3 7 16%

26 2 9 21%

27 3 12 28%

28 5 17 40%

29 1 18 42%

30 5 23 53%

32 6 29 67%

33 1 30 70%
85th 

34 5 35 81%

35 3 38 88%

36 3 41 95%

38 1 42 98%

44 1 43 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 34.3 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 3



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0800 to 0830 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location B - Southbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 22

2 20

3 18

4 34

5 36

6 38

7 40

8 22

9 20

10 26

11 32

12 30

13 33

14 24

15 21

16 29

17 32

18 24

19 22

20 26

21 38

22 28

23 25

24 27

25 30

26 26

27 32

28 14

29 22

30 25

31 25

32 27

33 22

34 20

35 33

36 28

37 24

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0800 to 0830 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location B - Southbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

14 1 1 3%

18 1 2 5%

20 3 5 14%

21 1 6 16%

22 5 11 30%

24 3 14 38%

25 3 17 46%

26 3 20 54%

27 2 22 59%

28 2 24 65%

29 1 25 68%

30 2 27 73%

32 3 30 81%
85th

33 2 32 86%

34 1 33 89%

36 1 34 92%

38 2 36 97%

40 1 37 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 32.7 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 4



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0835 to 0905 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location C - Northbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 29

2 32

3 34

4 28

5 35

6 30

7 25

8 23

9 29

10 32

11 34

12 33

13 38

14 40

15 29

16 28

17 36

18 35

19 31

20 28

21 17

22 15

23 20

24 25

25 26

26 31

27 30

28 28

29 22

30 20

31 41

32 38

33 39

34 39

35 20

36 26

37 24

38 25

39 22

40 20

41 19

42 14

43 17

44 14

45 20

46 25

47 25

48 25

49 25

50 25

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0835 to 0905 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location C - Northbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

14 2 2 4%

15 1 3 6%

17 2 5 10%

19 1 6 12%

20 5 11 22%

22 2 13 26%

23 1 14 28%

24 1 15 30%

25 8 23 46%

26 2 25 50%

28 4 29 58%

29 3 32 64%

30 2 34 68%

31 2 36 72%

32 2 38 76%

33 1 39 78%

34 2 41 82%
85th

35 2 43 86%

36 1 44 88%

38 2 46 92%

39 2 48 96%

40 1 49 98%

41 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 34.8 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 5



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0835 to 0905 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location C - Southbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 18

2 23

3 22

4 31

5 32

6 32

7 30

8 28

9 30

10 28

11 25

12 37

13 38

14 34

15 24

16 31

17 29

18 25

19 24

20 27

21 26

22 25

23 27

24 32

25 25

26 31

27 28

28 21

29 21

30 20

31 18

32 24

33 27

34 30

35 24

36 26

37 24

38 29

39 21

40 17

41 30

42 35

43 37

44 37

45 38

46 29

47 34

48 31

49 30

50 35

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0835 to 0905 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location C - Southbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

17 1 1 2%

18 2 3 6%

20 1 4 8%

21 3 7 14%

22 1 8 16%

23 1 9 18%

24 5 14 28%

25 4 18 36%

26 2 20 40%

27 3 23 46%

28 3 26 52%

29 3 29 58%

30 5 34 68%

31 4 38 76%

32 3 41 82%
85th

34 2 43 86%

35 2 45 90%

37 3 48 96%

38 2 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 33.5 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 6



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0930 to 1000 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location D - Northbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 19

2 20

3 16

4 22

5 23

6 30

7 24

8 17

9 26

10 25

11 17

12 18

13 15

14 24

15 12

16 22

17 27

18 17

19 25

20 19

21 25

22 27

23 31

24 30

25 26

26 25

27 18

28 12

29 26

30 16

31 17

32 25

33 16

34 17

35 22

36 18

37 19

38 17

39 26

40 29

41 32

42 14

43 15

44 26

45 24

46 19

47 18

48 14

49 22

50 21

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0930 to 1000 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location D - Northbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

12 2 2 4%

14 2 4 8%

15 2 6 12%

16 3 9 18%

17 6 15 30%

18 4 19 38%

19 4 23 46%

20 1 24 48%

21 1 25 50%

22 4 29 58%

23 1 30 60%

24 3 33 66%

25 5 38 76%
85th

26 5 43 86%

27 2 45 90%

29 1 46 92%

30 2 48 96%

31 1 49 98%

32 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 25.9 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 7



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0930 to 1000 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location D - Southbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 24

2 22

3 22

4 26

5 24

6 30

7 31

8 33

9 38

10 22

11 15

12 17

13 20

14 24

15 28

16 23

17 25

18 23

19 28

20 26

21 24

22 11

23 23

24 25

25 30

26 22

27 20

28 21

29 15

30 25

31 20

32 24

33 28

34 17

35 25

36 26

37 18

38 21

39 14

40 18

41 11

42 19

43 27

44 22

45 18

46 23

47 24

48 28

49 24

50 25

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 0930 to 1000 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location D - Southbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

11 2 2 4%

14 1 3 6%

15 2 5 10%

17 2 7 14%

18 3 10 20%

19 1 11 22%

20 3 14 28%

21 2 16 32%

22 5 21 42%

23 4 25 50%

24 7 32 64%

25 5 37 74%

26 3 40 80%

27 1 41 82%
85th

28 4 45 90%

30 2 47 94%

31 1 48 96%

33 1 49 98%

38 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 27.4 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 8



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1030 to 1100 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location E - Northbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

11 1 1 2%

12 1 2 4%

14 3 5 10%

15 1 6 12%

16 2 8 16%

17 6 14 28%

18 4 18 36%

19 5 23 46%

20 6 29 58%

21 4 33 66%

22 3 36 72%

24 2 38 76%

25 3 41 82%
85th

26 6 47 94%

28 1 48 96%

31 1 49 98%

33 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 25.3 mph (Linear Interpolation)

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1030 to 1100 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location E - Northbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 19

2 20

3 21

4 26

5 31

6 33

7 20

8 25

9 11

10 14

11 17

12 20

13 22

14 21

15 19

16 16

17 18

18 18

19 17

20 19

21 26

22 21

23 20

24 19

25 17

26 12

27 24

28 26

29 20

30 25

31 28

32 26

33 17

34 18

35 14

36 15

37 25

38 16

39 22

40 24

41 26

42 20

43 19

44 17

45 14

46 18

47 26

48 22

49 21

50 17

I - 9



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1100 to 1130 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location E - Southbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

11 1 1 2%

12 1 2 4%

14 3 5 10%

16 3 8 16%

17 6 14 28%

18 6 20 40%

19 4 24 48%

20 5 29 58%

21 4 33 66%

22 1 34 68%

23 2 36 72%

24 4 40 80%
85th

25 3 43 86%

26 5 48 96%

28 1 49 98%

29 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 24.8 mph (Linear Interpolation)

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1100 to 1130 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location E - Southbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 24

2 20

3 18

4 14

5 25

6 18

7 18

8 14

9 11

10 24

11 28

12 26

13 29

14 26

15 19

16 24

17 18

18 16

19 17

20 26

21 19

22 16

23 25

24 23

25 20

26 19

27 17

28 21

29 21

30 17

31 25

32 24

33 20

34 18

35 16

36 20

37 26

38 23

39 21

40 22

41 17

42 17

43 19

44 12

45 20

46 17

47 14

48 18

49 21

50 26

I - 10



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1130 to 1200 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location F - Eastbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

11 2 2 4%

12 1 3 6%

14 3 6 12%

15 2 8 16%

15 2 10 20%

17 4 14 28%

18 6 20 40%

19 5 25 50%

20 2 27 54%

21 2 29 58%

22 3 32 64%

24 1 33 66%

25 4 37 74%

26 4 41 82%
85th

27 3 44 88%

28 1 45 90%

29 3 48 96%

32 1 49 98%

34 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 26.5 mph (Linear Interpolation)

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1130 to 1200 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location F - Eastbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 18

2 20

3 16

4 17

5 19

6 26

7 15

8 25

9 22

10 25

11 17

12 27

13 25

14 26

15 20

16 19

17 12

18 14

19 18

20 19

21 21

22 25

23 24

24 27

25 29

26 11

27 15

28 16

29 29

30 26

31 34

32 18

33 11

34 19

35 17

36 28

37 22

38 14

39 18

40 29

41 32

42 19

43 26

44 18

45 14

46 22

47 27

48 18

49 17

50 21

I - 11



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1200 to 1230 Weather: Clear

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location A - Westbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 24

2 26

3 28

4 17

5 14

6 28

7 26

8 17

9 25

10 25

11 28

12 20

13 14

14 19

15 17

16 22

17 41

18 23

19 18

20 22

21 20

22 25

23 23

24 28

25 19

26 13

27 18

28 22

29 31

30 13

31 14

32 16

33 18

34 25

35 26

36 21

37 18

38 15

39 27

40 29

41 26

42 31

43 15

44 18

45 22

46 24

47 20

48 24

49 22

50 28

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: BA

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 5/5/2009

File: Check By: DAC

Method: Radar Meter Date: 5/7/2009

Time: 1200 to 1230 Weather:

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location A - Westbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent
Speed Percentile

13 2 2 4%

14 3 5 10%

15 2 7 14%

16 1 8 16%

17 3 11 22%

18 5 16 32%

19 2 18 36%

20 3 21 42%

21 1 22 44%

22 5 27 54%

23 2 29 58%

24 3 32 64%

25 4 36 72%

26 4 40 80%

27 1 41 82%
85th

28 5 46 92%

29 1 47 94%

31 2 49 98%

41 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 27.3 mph (Linear Interpolation)

I - 12



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: JPS

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 8/28/2009

File: Check By:

Method: Radar Meter Date:

Time: 1551 to 1600

Weather: 

Sunny

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location G - Northbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 25

2 25

3 32

4 27

5 26

6 26

7 28

8 29

9 28

10 22

11 27

12 30

13 28

14 29

15 24

16 24

17 30

18 30

19 26

20 27

21 25

22 30

23 30

24 28

25 29

26 25

27 28

28 30

29 27

30 31

31 30

32 28

33 28

34 24

35 25

36 29

37 24

38 27

39 23

40 26

41 30

42 28

43 27

44 27

45 24

46 24

47 29

48 27

49 33

50 32

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: JPS

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 8/28/2009

File: Check By:

Method: Radar Meter Date:

Time: 1551 to 1600 Weather: Sunny

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location G - Northbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent

Speed 

Percentile

22 1 1 2%

23 1 2 4%

24 6 8 16%

25 5 13 26%

26 4 17 34%

27 8 25 50%

28 8 33 66%

29 5 38 76%
85th

30 8 46 92%

31 1 47 94%

32 2 49 98%

33 1 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 29.6 mph (Linear Interpolation)
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184 Court Street, Binghamton, NY 13901  Tel: 607.231.6600  Fax: 607.231.6650   www.deltaengineers.com

Project Name: University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown Campus Calc. By: JPS

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 8/28/2009

File: Check By:

Method: Radar Meter Date:

Time: 1532 to 1549

Weather: 

Sunny

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location G - Southbound

Car No. Speed (MPH) Comments (heavy vehicle, etc.)

1 20

2 21

3 25

4 21

5 27

6 28

7 24

8 26

9 32

10 28

11 25

12 33

13 34

14 22

15 21

16 21

17 27

18 27

19 27

20 27

21 26

22 28

23 23

24 34

25 31

26 26

27 27

28 26

29 30

30 26

31 26

32 25

33 23

34 28

35 28

36 25

37 26

38 27

39 28

40 27

41 25

42 28

43 28

44 24

45 25

46 24

47 27

48 32

49 24

50 31

Project Name:

University at Albany - Pedestrian & Traffic Improvement Study - Uptown 

Campus Calc. By: JPS

Project No.: 2008.233.001 Date: 8/28/2009

File: Check By:

Method: Radar Meter Date:

Time: 1532 to 1549 Weather: Sunny

Roadway/Location:  University Drive - Location G - Southbound

Speed (Mph) Frequency of Veh.
Cumulative 

Frequency

Cumulative 

Percent

Speed 

Percentile

20 1 1 2%

21 4 5 10%

22 1 6 12%

23 2 8 16%

24 4 12 24%

25 6 18 36%

26 7 25 50%

27 9 34 68%

28 8 42 84%
85th

30 1 43 86%

31 2 45 90%

32 2 47 94%

33 1 48 96%

34 2 50 100%

85th percentile Speed,

SD = 29.0 mph (Linear Interpolation)
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WALKWAY INVENTORY
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PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

Walkway Inventory Walkway Inventory
Quadrant 1 Quadrant 1

Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance

1001 Walk South of Center Drive West Concrete Good 1044 Walk Adjacent to Colonial Purple Lot Asphalt Fair

1002 Walk South of Center Drive West Brick Pavers Good 1045 Walk Adjacent to Colonial Purple Lot Concrete Good

1003 Walk South of Center Drive West Dirt Poor 1046 Walk Northeast of Colonial Quad Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts

1004 Walk/Parking South of Center Drive West Dirt Poor 1047 Walk Northeast of Colonial Quad Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts

1005 Road South of Center Drive West Asphalt Fair 1048 Walk Adjacent to Collins Circle Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts

1006 Road Center Drive West Asphalt Fair 1049 Walk Northeast of Colonial Quad Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts

1007 Road Adjacent to Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair 1050 Road/Walk North of Podium Asphalt Good

1008 Road North of Dutch Quad Asphalt Good 1060 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West ? ? No Curb Cuts

1009 Road/Walk Southwest of Podium Concrete Good 1061 Walk South of Collins Circle Asphalt Fair Visually Impaired

1010 Walk Southwest of Podium Concrete Good 1062 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Asphalt Fair

1011 Walk Southwest of Podium Dirt Poor 1063 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Concrete Fair No C C s/ Visually Impaired

1012 Walk West of Podium Concrete Good Visually Impaired 1064 Walk Adjacent to Collins Circle Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts

1013 Road/Parking West of Podium Asphalt Fair 1065 Walk Northwest of Podium Asphalt Fair

1014 Road/Walk West of Podium Asphalt Fair 1066 Walk` Northwest of Podium Asphalt Fair

1015 Stairs-One Tier West of Podium Concrete Poor 1067 Walk Northwest of Podium Asphalt Fair

1016 Walk West of Podium Dirt Poor 1068 Walk Northwest of Podium Asphalt Fair

1017 Walk West of Podium Concrete Good Visually Impaired 1069 Walk Adjacent to Visitors Lot P1 Dirt Poor

1018 Walk North of Podium West Lot Concrete Good 1070 Walk Adjacent to Visitors Lot P1 Asphalt Fair

1019 Walk North of Podium West Lot Asphalt Fair 1071 Walk Adjacent to Visitors Lot P1 Concrete Fair

1020 Walk Northwest  of Podium West Lot Concrete Good 1072 Walk Adjacent to Visitors Lot P1 Concrete Fair

1021 Walk Parallel to University Drive West Concrete Good 1073 Visitors Lot P1 Visitors Lot P1 Asphalt Good

1022 Walk West of Podium Asphalt Poor 1074 Colonial Purple Lot Colonial Purple Lot Asphalt Good

1023 Walk West of Podium Asphalt Fair 1075 Podium West Lot Podium West Lot Asphalt Good

1024 Walk West of Podium Asphalt Poor 1076 Colonial Gold Lot B Colonial Gold Lot B Asphalt Good

1025 Walk West of Podium Asphalt Fair 1077 Colonial Gold Lot A Colonial Gold Lot A Asphalt Good

1026 Walk -curb Corner: University and Curillion Concrete Good 1078 Colonial Gold Lot C Colonial Gold Lot C Asphalt Good

1027 Walk Parallel to University Drive West Asphalt Fair 1079 Service Entrance Colonial Quad Asphalt Fair

1028 Walk/Road Parallel to Curilion Drive West Asphalt Fair 1080 University Drive East Quadrant 1 Asphalt Good

1029 Walk Adjacent to Colonial Purple Lot Concrete Fair Visually Impaired 1081 Walk South of Collins Circle Asphalt Good

1030 Walk/Curb Adjacent to Colonial Purple Lot Concrete Poor 1082 Walk South of Center Drive West Asphalt Good

1031 Walk Southwest of Colonial Quad Dirt Poor 1083 Walk North Block Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1032 Walk South of Colonial Quad Asphalt Good 1084 Walk Middle Block Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1033 Walk Southeast of Colonial Quad Dirt Poor 1085 Walk South Block Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1034 Walk East of Colonial Quad Dirt Poor 1086 Walk North Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1035 Walk East of Colonial Quad Dirt Poor 1087 Walk North Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1036 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Asphalt Fair 1088 Walk North Block Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1037 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Concrete Fair 1089 Walk Middle Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1038 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Concrete Fair 1090 Walk Middle Block Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1039 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts 1091 Walk Middle Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1040 Walk West of Colonial Quad Asphalt Fair 1092 Walk Middle Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1041 Walk West of Colonial Quad Asphalt Fair 1093 Walk South Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1042 Walk Adjacent to Colonial Purple Lot Asphalt Fair 1094 Walk South Block Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1043 Walk Adjacent to Colonial Purple Lot Concrete Fair 1095 Walk South Block Empire Commons Concrete Good
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Walkway Inventory
Quadrant 1

Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance

1096 Walk South Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1097 Walk West Block Empire Commons Concrete Good

1101 North Gold Lot Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1102 Road Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1103 Road Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1104 Road Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1105 South Gold Lot Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1106 West Gold Lot Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1107 Road Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1108 Walk Southeast of Empire Commons Asphalt Fair

1109 Walk Southeast of Empire Commons Concrete Good

1110 Walk Southeast of Empire Commons Concrete Good

1111 Tri-Centennial Drive Quadrant 1 Asphalt Good

1112 Parking Southeast of Empire Commons Asphalt Good

1113 Walk Southeast of Empire Commons Concrete Good

1114 Walk Southeast of Empire Commons Concrete Good

1115 Northwest Gold Lot Quadrant 1 Asphalt Good

1116 Walk West of Colonial Quad Asphalt Fair

1117 Walk/Road Southwest of Podium Asphalt Fair

J - 7



PEDESTRIAN & TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

Walkway Inventory Walkway Inventory

Quadrant 2 Quadrant 2

Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance

2001 Walk Adjacent to Wash. Ave./Collins Circle Entrance Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts 2048 Visitors Lot P2 Quadrant 2 Asphalt Fair

2002 Walk Adjacent to Collins Circle Asphalt Poor 2049 Road Between Center Drive East and Indian Drive Asphalt Good

2003 Walk Northeast of Collins Circle Asphalt Poor No Curb Cuts 2050 Road Between Center Drive East and Indian Drive Asphalt Fair

2008 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts 2051 Parking Adjacent to Indian Drive Gravel Poor

2009 Walk Northwest of State Quad Asphalt Fair No Curb Cuts 2052 Parking Adjacent to Indian Drive Gravel Poor

2010 State Gold Lot State Gold Lot Asphalt Fair 2053 Parking Adjacent to Indian Drive Gravel Poor

2011 Loading Dock/Service Entrance State Quad Asphalt Fair 2054 Parking Adjacent to Center Drive East Gravel Poor

2012 Walk East of State Quad Asphalt Fair 2055 Parking Adjacent to Center Drive East Gravel Poor

2013 Walk East of State Quad Asphalt Fair 2056 Parking Between Center Drive E. and Indian Drive Gravel Poor

2014 Walk Adjacent to State Gold Lot Asphalt Fair 2057 Parking Between Center Drive E. and Indian Drive Gravel Poor

2015 Walk Adjacent to State Gold Lot Asphalt Fair 2058 Parking Between Center Drive E. and Indian Drive Gravel Poor

2016 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Poor 2059 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair

2017 Walk Adjacent to Washington Ave/ Campus Entrance Asphalt Poor 2060 Road To Parking and Mass Transit Dirt Poor

2018 Collins Circle Collins Circle Asphalt Fair 2061 Parking Between Center Drive East and Indian Drive Gravel Poor

2019 Walk Southeast of State Quad Stamped Asphalt Fair 2062 Walk Adjacent to Center Drive East Concrete Good

2020 University Drive E. Quadrant 2 Asphalt Good 2063 Walk Adjacent to Center Drive East Concrete Good

2021 Road State Drive Asphalt Fair 2064 Parking Adjacent to Center Drive East Gravel Poor

2022 Road Carillon Drive Asphalt Fair 2065 Walk/Road Adjacent to Podium Concrete Good

2023 Road/Walk Between State and Carillon Drive Asphalt Fair 2066 Indian Drive Quadrant 2 Concrete Good

2024 Road Carillon Drive Asphalt Fair 2067 Loading Dock/Service Entrance Northeast of Podium Asphalt Good

2025 Road State Drive Asphalt Fair 2068 Walk West of University Hall Concrete Pavers Good

2026 State Purple Lot State Purple Lot Asphalt Good 2069 Walk West of University Hall Concrete Pavers Good

2027 Walk South of State Quad Asphalt Good 2070 Walk East of University Hall Concrete Good

2028 Walk/Road South of State Quad Asphalt Fair 2071 Walk Northeast of Podium Asphalt Good

2029 Walk South of State Quad Asphalt Good

2030 Walk South of State Quad Asphalt Fair

2031 Walk/Road South of State Quad Asphalt Fair

2032 Walk Southwest of State Quad Concrete Good

2033 Parking Adjacent to Carillion Drive Asphalt Good

2034 Walk Southeast of University Hall Concrete Good

2035 Walk Southeast of University Hall Concrete Good

2036 Walk Northwest of University Hall Concrete Good

2037 Walk Southwest of State Quad Marble Pavers Good

2038 Parking South of State Quad Asphalt Good

2039 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Dirt Poor

2040 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Dirt Poor

2041 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Dirt Poor

2042 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Dirt Poor

2043 Walk East of Podium Concrete Good

2044 Walk East of Podium Concrete Good

2045 Center Drive East Quadrant 2 Asphalt Good

2046 Indian Drive Quadrant 2 Asphalt Good

2047 Indian East Gold Lot Quadrant 2 Asphalt Fair
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Walkway Inventory Walkway Inventory

Quadrant 3 Quadrant 3

Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance

3001 Road Surrounding Indian Quad Asphalt Fair 3044 Walk Practice Fields Dirt Poor

3002 Walk East of Indian Quad Brick Pavers Good 3045 Walk South of University Field Asphalt Fair

3003 Walk East of Indian Quad Brick Pavers Good 3046 SEFCU Arena Gold Lot Quadrant 3 Asphalt Good

3004 Walk East of Indian Quad Dirt Poor 3047 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Brick Pavers Good

3005 Loading Dock/Service Entrance Southeast of Indian Quad Asphalt Fair 3048 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Brick Pavers Good

3006 Walk South of Indian Quad Asphalt Fair 3049 Walk Purple Path Asphalt Good

3007 Walk South of Indian Quad Asphalt Poor 3050 Walk East of SEFCU Arena Asphalt Good

3008 Walk South of Indian Quad Asphalt Poor 3051 Walk/Road East of SEFCU Arena Asphalt Good

3009 Walk Southwest of Indian Quad Dirt Poor 3052 Walk East of SEFCU Arena Asphalt Good

3010 Road West of Indian Quad Dirt Poor 3053 Walk/Road North of University Field Asphalt Good

3011 Road/Walk Southwest of Indian Quad Dirt Poor 3054 Loading Dock/Service Entrance Southeast of Science Library Building Asphalt Fair

3012 Road West of Indian Quad Asphalt Fair 3055 Walk South of Lacross Field Asphalt Poor

3013 Justice Drive East of Indian Quad Asphalt Fair 3056 Walk Between Lacross and Hockey Fields Asphalt Fair

3014 Maintainance Parking Southeast of Indian Quad Asphalt Good 3057 Walk West of Lacross Field Dirt Poor

3015 UPD Purple Lot Adjacent to University Police Asphalt Good 3058 Walk Southwest of Lacross Field Dirt Poor

3016 Walk Adjacent to University Police Concrete Good 3059 Walk Southeast of Hockey Field Dirt Poor

3017 Parking Boor Sculpture Studio Asphalt Good 3060 Road North of University Field Asphalt Fair

3018 Road Boor Sculpture Studio Asphalt Good 3061 University Drive East Quadrant 3 Asphalt Good

3019 Walk Boor Sculpture Studio Concrete Good 3062 University Drive West Quadrant 3 Asphalt Good

3020 Steps Boor Sculpture Studio Concrete Good 3063 Road West of University Field Asphalt Fair

3021 Walk Boor Sculpture Studio Asphalt Good 3064 Road/Parking West of SEFCU Arena Asphalt Fair

3022 Walk Boor Sculpture Studio Concrete Good 3065 Road/Walk West of SEFCU Arena Asphalt Fair

3023 Walk North of Lake Asphalt Poor 3066 Loading Dock/Service Entrance West of SEFCU Arena Asphalt Good

3024 Walk North of Lake Dirt Poor 3067 Walk South of Indian Quad Dirt Poor

3025 Walk North of Lake Dirt Poor 3068 Walk Southeast of SEFCU arena Dirt Poor

3026 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair

3027 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair

3028 Walk East of Lake Dirt Fair

3029 Walk Southeast of Lake Dirt Poor

3030 Walk South of Lake Asphalt Poor

3031 Walk South of Lake Asphalt Fair

3032 Walk West of Lake Asphalt Fair

3033 Walk/Road South of Lake Dirt Poor

3034 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair

3035 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair

3036 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair

3037 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Asphalt Fair

3038 Walk Adjacent to University Drive East Concrete Good

3039 Road East of Lake Asphalt Fair

3040 Miscellaneous Purple Lot Miscelaneous Purple Lot Asphalt Good

3041 UAB Purple Lot UAB Purple Lot Asphalt Good

3042 Walk Adjacent to University Drive Wast Asphalt Fair

3043 Walk Adjacent to Western Ave Concrete Good
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Walkway Inventory Walkway Inventory
Quadrant 4 Quadrant 4

Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance Pathway # Type Location Material Condition ADA Compliance

4001 Walk West of Dutch Quad Concrete Fair Visually Impaired 4044 Walk West of Dutch Quad Dirt Poor

4002 Road North of University Field Asphalt Fair

4003 Dutch Purple Lot Quadrant 4 Asphalt Good

4004 Walk South of Dutch Purple Lot Concrete Good

4005 Walk Southeast of Dutch Purple Lot Concrete Good

4006 Walk South of Dutch Purple Lot Asphalt Good

4007 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Asphalt Good

4008 Walk Northeast of Dutch Qad Dirt Poor

4009 Walk Southeast of Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair

4010 Walk South of Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair

4011 Walk South of Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair

4012 Road South of Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair

4013 Road South of Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair

4014 Loading Dock/Service Entrance Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair

4015 Road South of Dutch Quad Asphalt Fair

4016 Road/Walk Adjacent to Dutch Gold Lot Asphalt Fair

4017 Road/Walk Adjacent to Dutch Gold Lot Asphalt Fair

4018 Walk West of Tennis Courts Asphalt Poor

4019 Walk West of Tennis Courts Asphalt Poor

4020 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Asphalt Good

4021 Parking West of Physical Education Building Gravel Poor

4022 Parking West of University Field Asphalt Good

4023 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Concrete Fair

4024 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Asphalt Fair

4025 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Asphalt Good

4026 Dutch Gold Lot West of Dutch Quad Asphalt Good

4027 Power Plant Parking Quadrant 4 Asphalt Good

4028 SBC Purple Lot Quadrant 4 Asphalt Fair

4029 SBA Purple Lot Quadrant 4 Asphalt Fair

4030 University Drive West Quadrant 4 Asphalt Good

4031 Road Between University Drive West and Fuller Road Asphalt Good

4032 Road Between University Drive West and Fuller Road Asphalt Good

4033 Walk Adjacent to University Drive West Dirt Poor

4034 Walk East of Power Plant Concrete Fair

4035 Walk East of SBC Building Concrete Poor

4036 Walk East of SBA Building Concrete Fair

4037 Walk Corner of University Drive West and Alumni Asphalt Fair

4038 Walk Adjacent to Tri-Centennial Drive Asphalt Good

4039 Road Alumni House Asphalt Good

4040 Walk Dutch Gold Lot Asphalt Good

4041 Walk South of Dutch Gold Lot Dirt Poor

4042 Walk South of Dutch Gold Lot Dirt Poor

4043 Walk South of Dutch Gold Lot Asphalt Good
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Location: University at Albany Uptown Campus

Pedestrian Traffic Impact at University Drive Crossings

Type of Treatment Required CROSSWALK ACTIVE OR ENHANCED RED

Total Pedestrian Delay Threshold (h)
From: 0.000 1.300 5.300

To: 1.300 5.300 21.300

WORKSHEET 1: PEAK-HOUR, 35 MPH (55KM/H) OR LESS

Unsignalized Intersection #: 3 8 11 12 14

Peak Hour Pedestrian Volume (ped/h) 9.000 50.00 3.000 9.000 40.00

Adjusted Pedestrian Volume (Fall/Spring Enrollment Factor) 9.540 53.000 3.180 9.540 42.400

Major Road Volume (both approaches) (veh/h) 477.0 521.0 378.0 437.0 440.0

Minimum Signal Warrant Volume 571.7 540.6 645.7 601.0 598.7

Estimated Pedestrian Delay

Pedestrian Crossing Distance (ft) 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00

Pedestrian Walking Speed (ft/s) 3.500 3.500 3.500 3.500 3.500

Pedestrian Start-up Time and Clearance Time (s) 3.000 3.000 3.000 3.000 3.000

Critical Gap 11.57 11.57 11.57 11.57 11.57

Major Road Volume (both approaches) (veh/h) 477.0 521.0 378.0 437.0 440.0

Major Road Flow Rate (veh/s) 0.133 0.145 0.105 0.121 0.122

Average Pedestrian Delay (s/person) 15.85 18.40 11.00 13.75 13.90

Total Pedestrian Delay (h) 0.042 0.271 0.010 0.036 0.164

Type of Treatment Required CROSSWALK CROSSWALK CROSSWALK CROSSWALK CROSSWALK
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VJ ASSOCIATES
100 WEST JOHN STREET

HICKSVILLE, NEW YORK 11801
TEL: (516) 932-1010

CONCEPT ESTIMATE

U-ALBANY A08-13393

PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY

UNIVERSITY OF ALBANY

ALBANY, NEW YORK

May 17, 2010

1 No A-E fees, overtime 

2 Current costs using prevailing (2010) wages

3 Exclude Hazardous Material Abatement.

4 Escalation is 3.75% per anuum. 

5 The following items are excluded from estimate.
A Loose equipment and furnishings
B CM fee
C Construction Contingency

6 Phasing allowance is included

7 Based on the Concept documents prepared by Delta Engineers dated Spring/2010 

CONCEPT ESTIMATE
U-ALBANY A08-13393

PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY
UNIVERSITY OF ALBANY

ALBANY, NEW YORK

QUALIFICATIONS
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Project Estimate Summary Sheet (SITE)
PHASE REPORT CONCEPT ESTIMATE DATE 5/17/2010 PROJECT NO. A08-13393
CAMPUS UNIVERSITY OF ALBANY TITLE PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY
*COST CONSULTANT VJ ASSOCIATES START CONSTRUCTION: 

BLDG NAME & NUMBER
COMPLETE CONSTRUCTION

DIVISION

ALL PHASES PHASE 1A PHASE 1B PHASE 2A PHASE 2B PHASE 3A PHASE 3B PHASE 3C PHASE 3D PHASE 4A PHASE 4B PHASE 4C PHASE 4D PHASE 4E PHASE 4F RECONFIGURE 
INTERSECTION 

#3

CROSS CAMPUS 
SPINE

DIVISION TITLE TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
NO.

2.1 SITE CLEARING 978,952 35,524 90,758 20,305 20,945 28,337 29,327 48,978 6,828 21,909 30,404 38,136 39,069 34,224 34,982 9,845 489,381
2.2 EARTHWORK 342,401 6,368 40,782 20,526 7,783 16,298 11,846 23,592 2,314 11,329 15,962 18,526 19,150 5,793 19,440 2,175 120,520
2.3 PAVEMENTS 2,955,176 81,556 212,332 49,030 46,114 74,353 57,969 113,578 17,630 49,453 69,451 87,961 90,675 77,370 88,803 49,804 1,789,097
2.4 SITE FEATURES 41,250 930 590 3,980 1,540 410 980 3,920 4,570 310 800 1,880 9,310 4,380 0 750 6,900
2.5 CONCRETE WALKS 186,656 9,600 4,800 17,261 13,200 3,600 9,600 26,484 9,216 1,200 6,000 8,899 11,715 11,081 1,200 4,800 48,000
2.6 ATHLETIC FIELDS NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK
2.7 LAWN NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK2.7 LAWN NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK
2.8 UTILITIES- PLUMBING 555,210 29,220 70,440 13,050 15,600 24,210 19,110 37,290 6,090 16,020 22,470 28,830 29,670 27,720 28,860 9,000 177,630
2.9 UTILITIES- HEATING/COOLING NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK

2.10 UTILITIES- ELECTRICAL 2,135,235 116,562 255,402 40,967 66,183 87,655 75,727 137,223 21,970 62,535 85,045 107,420 104,402 101,477 94,630 6,750 771,288
2.11 PLANTING 281,300 0 0 10,000 0 0 0 10,000 15,000 0 0 0 20,000 5,000 0 5,000 216,300

SUBTOTAL SITE ESTIMATE 7,476,179 279,760 675,104 175,119 171,365 234,862 204,559 401,065 83,617 162,756 230,131 291,652 323,991 267,043 267,915 88,124 3,619,116
GENERAL CONDITIONS 5% 373,809 13,988 33,755 8,756 8,568 11,743 10,228 20,053 4,181 8,138 11,507 14,583 16,200 13,352 13,396 4,406 180,956
OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10% 784,999 29,375 70,886 18,387 17,993 24,661 21,479 42,112 8,780 17,089 24,164 30,623 34,019 28,040 28,131 9,253 380,007
DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15% 1,295,248 48,468 116,962 30,339 29,689 40,690 35,440 69,484 14,487 28,197 39,870 50,529 56,132 46,265 46,416 15,267 627,012
PHASING 5% 496,512 18,580 44,835 11,630 11,381 15,598 13,585 26,636 5,553 10,809 15,284 19,369 21,517 17,735 17,793 5,853 240,355
ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.75% 391,003 14,631 35,308 9,159 8,962 12,283 10,698 20,976 4,373 8,512 12,036 15,253 16,945 13,966 14,012 4,609 189,279

TOTAL SITE ESTIMATE $10,817,749 $404,802 $976,850 $253,390 $247,959 $339,837 $295,989 $580,326 $120,991 $235,502 $332,992 $422,009 $468,803 $386,402 $387,663 $127,512 $5,236,724
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V J ASSOCIATESV J ASSOCIATES
CONCEPT ESTIMATECONCEPT ESTIMATE
U-ALBANY A08-13393U-ALBANY A08-13393
PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDYPEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY
UNIVERSITY OF ALBANYUNIVERSITY OF ALBANY
ALBANY NEW YORK 5/17/2010ALBANY, NEW YORK 5/17/2010,

PHASE 4 RECONFIGURE CROSS CAMPUS SPINETOTAL PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3 PHASE 4 RECONFIGURE CROSS CAMPUS SPINETOTAL PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3
INTERSECTION

PHASE 4FPHASE 3C PHASE 3D PHASE 4A PHASE 4B PHASE 4C PHASE 4D
INTERSECTION

PHASE 1A PHASE 1B PHASE 2A PHASE 2B PHASE 3A PHASE 3B PHASE 4E PHASE 4FPHASE 3C PHASE 3D PHASE 4A PHASE 4B PHASE 4C PHASE 4DPHASE 1A PHASE 1B PHASE 2A PHASE 2B PHASE 3A PHASE 3B PHASE 4E
DIV NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT PR UNIT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMTDIV NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT PR UNIT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT QTY AMT

2 1 SITE FEATURES2.1 SITE FEATURES
Remove existingRemove existing  

M t bl b & t id lk 2 00 SF 147 016 294 032 7 792 15 584 18 784 37 568 3 480 6 960 4 160 8 320 6 456 12 912 5 096 10 192 9 944 19 888 1 624 3 248 4 272 8 544 5 992 11 984 7 688 15 376 7 912 15 824 7 392 14 784 7 696 15 392 1 360 2 720 47 368 94 736Mountable curb & concrete sidewalk 2.00 SF 147,016 294,032 7,792 15,584          18,784 37,568          3,480 6,960             4,160 8,320             6,456 12,912          5,096 10,192           9,944 19,888           1,624 3,248             4,272 8,544            5,992 11,984          7,688 15,376          7,912 15,824          7,392 14,784          7,696 15,392          1,360 2,720            47,368 94,736          , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,
Roadway 1 50 SF 12 500 18 750 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 12 500 18 750Roadway 1.50 SF 12,500 18,750 -                    -                    -                     -                     -                    -                     -                     -                     -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    12,500 18,750          
P ki 1 50 SF 12 500 18 750 12 500 18 750Parking area 1.50 SF 12,500 18,750 -                    -                    -                     -                     -                    -                     -                     -                     -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    12,500 18,750          g , , , ,
Pedestrian Lighting 600 00 EA 306 183 600 17 10 200 35 21 000 5 3 000 10 6 000 6 3 600 17 10 200 19 11 400 2 1 200 9 5 400 12 7 200 15 9 000 15 9 000 17 10 200 9 5 400 - 118 70 800Pedestrian Lighting 600.00 EA 306 183,600 17 10,200          35 21,000          5 3,000             10 6,000             6 3,600            17 10,200           19 11,400           2 1,200             9 5,400            12 7,200            15 9,000            15 9,000            17 10,200          9 5,400            -                    118 70,800          
E ti f d 25 00 CY 8 620 215 505 225 5 625 8 395 209 880Excavation for roadway 25.00 CY 8,620 215,505 225 5,625            8,395 209,880        y , , , , ,

Temporary fencing 5 00 LF 49 663 248 315 1 948 9 740 6 438 32 190 2 069 10 345 1 325 6 625 2 365 11 825 1 787 8 935 3 538 17 690 476 2 380 1 593 7 965 2 244 11 220 2 752 13 760 2 849 14 245 1 848 9 240 2 838 14 190 300 1 500 15 293 76 465Temporary fencing 5.00 LF 49,663 248,315 1,948 9,740            6,438 32,190          2,069 10,345           1,325 6,625             2,365 11,825          1,787 8,935             3,538 17,690           476 2,380             1,593 7,965            2,244 11,220          2,752 13,760          2,849 14,245          1,848 9,240            2,838 14,190          300 1,500            15,293 76,465          

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- --------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
S b T t l 978 952 35 524 90 758 20 305 20 945 28 337 29 327 48 978 6 828 21 909 30 404 38 136 39 069 34 224 34 982 9 845 489 381Sub Total 978,952 35,524 90,758 20,305 20,945 28,337 29,327 48,978 6,828 21,909 30,404 38,136 39,069 34,224 34,982 9,845 489,381Sub Total 978,952 35,524 90,758 20,305 20,945 28,337 29,327 48,978 6,828 21,909 30,404 38,136 39,069 34,224 34,982 9,845 489,381

2 2 EARTHWORK2.2 EARTHWORK2.2 EARTHWORK
Finish grading 0 25 SF 449 761 112 440 17 532 4 383 42 264 10 566 7 830 1 958 9 360 2 340 14 526 3 632 11 466 2 867 22 374 5 594 3 654 914 9 612 2 403 13 482 3 371 17 298 4 325 17 802 4 451 16 632 4 158 17 316 4 329 8 700 2 175 219 913 54 978Finish grading 0.25 SF 449,761 112,440 17,532 4,383            42,264 10,566          7,830 1,958             9,360 2,340             14,526 3,632            11,466 2,867             22,374 5,594             3,654 914                9,612 2,403            13,482 3,371            17,298 4,325            17,802 4,451            16,632 4,158            17,316 4,329            8,700 2,175            219,913 54,978          
R h di & it l i 1 50 SF 129 490 194 235 0 17 420 26 130 11 990 17 985 2 850 4 275 7 510 11 265 5 130 7 695 10 520 15 780 700 1 050 5 250 7 875 7 460 11 190 8 300 12 450 8 710 13 065 0 9 140 13 710 0 34 510 51 765Rough grading & site clearing 1.50 SF 129,490 194,235 0 -                    17,420 26,130          11,990 17,985           2,850 4,275             7,510 11,265          5,130 7,695             10,520 15,780           700 1,050             5,250 7,875            7,460 11,190          8,300 12,450          8,710 13,065          0 -                    9,140 13,710          0 -                    34,510 51,765          Rough grading & site clearing 1.50 SF 129,490 194,235 0                     17,420 26,130          11,990 17,985           2,850 4,275             7,510 11,265          5,130 7,695             10,520 15,780           700 1,050             5,250 7,875            7,460 11,190          8,300 12,450          8,710 13,065          0                     9,140 13,710          0                     34,510 51,765          
Excavation for lighting pole foundation 25 00 CY 1 429 35 726 79 1 985 163 4 086 23 584 47 1 168 56 1 401 51 1 284 89 2 218 14 350 42 1 051 56 1 401 70 1 751 65 1 635 65 1 635 56 1 401 0 - 551 13 777Excavation for lighting pole foundation 25.00 CY 1,429 35,726 79 1,985            163 4,086            23 584                47 1,168             56 1,401            51 1,284             89 2,218             14 350                42 1,051            56 1,401            70 1,751            65 1,635            65 1,635            56 1,401            0 -                    551 13,777          

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
Sub Total 342 401 6 368 40 782 20 526 7 783 16 298 11 846 23 592 2 314 11 329 15 962 18 526 19 150 5 793 19 440 2 175 120 520Sub Total 342,401 6,368 40,782 20,526 7,783 16,298 11,846 23,592 2,314 11,329 15,962 18,526 19,150 5,793 19,440 2,175 120,520

..
2 3 PAVEMENTS2.3 PAVEMENTS

P d t i W lk 1 5" T 2 5" Bi d 12"Pedestrian Walkway 1.5" Top+ 2.5" Binder +12" Pedestrian Walkway 1.5  Top  2.5  Binder 12  
Aggregate Subbase 5 47 SF 174 116 951 834 7 792 42 596 18 784 102 686 3 480 19 024 4 160 22 741 6 456 35 293 5 096 27 858 9 944 54 361 1 624 8 878 4 272 23 354 5 992 32 756 7 688 42 028 7 912 43 252 7 392 40 410 7 696 42 071 1 360 7 435 74 468 407 092Aggregate Subbase 5.47 SF 174,116 951,834 7,792 42,596          18,784 102,686        3,480 19,024           4,160 22,741           6,456 35,293          5,096 27,858           9,944 54,361           1,624 8,878             4,272 23,354          5,992 32,756          7,688 42,028          7,912 43,252          7,392 40,410          7,696 42,071          1,360 7,435            74,468 407,092        
R i th 3 1/2" t d l /6"Running path 3 1/2" compacted gravel w/6" Running path 3 1/2  compacted gravel w/6  
Aggregate Subbase 1 50 SF 58 172 87 527 0 - 10 452 15 726 8 378 12 606 1 710 2 573 4 506 6 780 3 078 4 631 6 312 9 497 420 632 3 150 4 740 4 476 6 735 4 980 7 493 5 226 7 863 0 - 5 484 8 251 - -Aggregate Subbase 1.50 SF 58,172 87,527 0 -                    10,452 15,726          8,378 12,606           1,710 2,573             4,506 6,780            3,078 4,631             6,312 9,497             420 632                3,150 4,740            4,476 6,735            4,980 7,493            5,226 7,863            0 -                    5,484 8,251            -                    -                    
R d 1 5" T 6" Bi d 12" A tRoadway 1.5" Top+ 6" Binder +12" Aggregate Roadway 1.5  Top  6  Binder 12  Aggregate 
Subbase 5 97 SF 116 665 696 101 3 330 19 869 113 335 676 232Subbase 5.97 SF 116,665 696,101 3,330 19,869          113,335 676,232        
R i 2 00 SF 0 0Repaving 2.00 SF 0 0 -                    Repaving 2.00 SF 0 0                     
Mountable curb 6" th 25 00 LF 95 2 375 - 95 2 375Mountable curb 6" th. 25.00 LF 95 2,375 -                    95 2,375            

12 00 S 2 39 29 268 2 39 29 268Unit Pavers 12.00 SF 2,439 29,268 -                    -                    -                     -                     -                    -                     -                     -                     -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    2,439 29,268          Unit Pavers 12.00 SF 2,439 29,268                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  2,439 29,268          
Precast Concrete Flush Curb 6"x16" 20 00 LF 37 556 751 120 1 948 38 960 4 696 93 920 870 17 400 1 040 20 800 1 614 32 280 1 274 25 480 2 486 49 720 406 8 120 1 068 21 360 1 498 29 960 1 922 38 440 1 978 39 560 1 848 36 960 1 924 38 480 12 984 259 680Precast  Concrete Flush Curb 6"x16" 20.00 LF 37,556 751,120 1,948 38,960          4,696 93,920          870 17,400           1,040 20,800           1,614 32,280          1,274 25,480           2,486 49,720           406 8,120             1,068 21,360          1,498 29,960          1,922 38,440          1,978 39,560          1,848 36,960          1,924 38,480          12,984 259,680        
G it C bGranite Curb 45.00 LF 9,710 436,950 -                    -                    -                     -                     -                    -                     -                     -                     -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    500 22,500          9,210 414,450        Granite Curb 45.00 LF 9,710 436,950                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              500 22,500          9,210 414,450        

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
SSub Total 2,955,176 81,556 212,332 49,030 46,114 74,353 57,969 113,578 17,630 49,453 69,451 87,961 90,675 77,370 88,803 49,804 1,789,097Sub Total 2,955,176 81,556 212,332 49,030 46,114 74,353 57,969 113,578 17,630 49,453 69,451 87,961 90,675 77,370 88,803 49,804 1,789,097

2.4 SITE FEATURES2.4 SITE FEATURES
Benches 1 200 00 EA 16 19 200 2 2 400 3 3 600 3 3 600 6 7 200 2 2 400Benches 1,200.00 EA 16 19,200 -                    -                    2 2,400             -                     -                    -                     3 3,600             3 3,600             -                    -                    -                    6 7,200            2 2,400            -                    -                    -                    
Cross walk striping 10.00 LF 2,205 22,050 93 930 59 590 158 1,580 154 1,540 41 410 98 980 32 320 97 970 31 310 80 800 188 1,880 211 2,110 198 1,980 - 75 750 690 6,900Cross walk striping 10.00 LF 2,205 22,050 93 930               59 590               158 1,580             154 1,540             41 410               98 980                32 320                97 970                31 310               80 800               188 1,880            211 2,110            198 1,980            -                    75 750               690 6,900            

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
Sub Total 41,250 930 590 3,980 1,540 410 980 3,920 4,570 310 800 1,880 9,310 4,380 0 750 6,900Sub Total 41,250 930 590 3,980 1,540 410 980 3,920 4,570 310 800 1,880 9,310 4,380 0 750 6,900

2.5 CONCRETE WALKS2.5 CONCRETE WALKS
4" Concrete Sidewalk 5 81 SF 6 923 40 256 492 2 861 3 110 18 084 553 3 216 705 4 099 1 602 9 315 461 2 6814" Concrete Sidewalk 5.81 SF 6,923 40,256 -                    -                    492 2,861             -                     -                    -                     3,110 18,084           553 3,216             -                    -                    705 4,099            1,602 9,315            461 2,681            -                    -                    -                    
Concrete curb cut 1,200.00 EA 122 146,400 8 9,600 4 4,800 12 14,400 11 13,200 3 3,600 8 9,600 7 8,400 5 6,000 1 1,200 5 6,000 4 4,800 2 2,400 7 8,400 1 1,200 4 4,800 40 48,000Concrete curb cut 1,200.00 EA 122 146,400 8 9,600            4 4,800            12 14,400           11 13,200           3 3,600            8 9,600             7 8,400             5 6,000             1 1,200            5 6,000            4 4,800            2 2,400            7 8,400            1 1,200            4 4,800            40 48,000          

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
Sub Total 186,656 9,600 4,800 17,261 13,200 3,600 9,600 26,484 9,216 1,200 6,000 8,899 11,715 11,081 1,200 4,800 48,000Sub Total 186,656 9,600 4,800 17,261 13,200 3,600 9,600 26,484 9,216 1,200 6,000 8,899 11,715 11,081 1,200 4,800 48,000

2.6 ATHLETIC FIELDS NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK2.6 ATHLETIC FIELDS NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK
  -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------

Sub Total NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORKSub Total NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK

2.7 LAWN NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK2.7 LAWN NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK
  -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------

Sub Total NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORKSub Total NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK

2.8 UTILITIES- PLUMBING2.8 UTILITIES- PLUMBING
Site drainage (Allowance) 30 00 LF 18 507 555 210 974 29 220 2 348 70 440 435 13 050 520 15 600 807 24 210 637 19 110 1 243 37 290 203 6 090 534 16 020 749 22 470 961 28 830 989 29 670 924 27 720 962 28 860 300 9 000 5 921 177 630Site drainage (Allowance) 30.00 LF 18,507 555,210 974 29,220          2,348 70,440          435 13,050           520 15,600           807 24,210          637 19,110           1,243 37,290           203 6,090             534 16,020          749 22,470          961 28,830          989 29,670          924 27,720          962 28,860          300 9,000            5,921 177,630        g ( )

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- --------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
Sub Total 555 210 29 220 70 440 13 050 15 600 24 210 19 110 37 290 6 090 16 020 22 470 28 830 29 670 27 720 28 860 9 000 177 630Sub Total 555,210 29,220 70,440 13,050 15,600 24,210 19,110 37,290 6,090 16,020 22,470 28,830 29,670 27,720 28,860 9,000 177,630, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,

2 9 UTILITIES HEATING/COOLING NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK2.9 UTILITIES- HEATING/COOLING NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK
-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- --------------------------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------

Sub Total NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORKSub Total NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK NO WORK

2 10 UTILITIES ELECTRICAL2.10 UTILITIES- ELECTRICAL
(4)#4 & #8 ground in 2" conduit to exterior purple(4)#4 & #8 ground in 2  conduit to exterior purple 
path lighting fixtures 45 00 LF 18 357 826 065 974 43 830 2 348 105 660 435 19 575 520 23 400 807 36 315 637 28 665 1 243 55 935 203 9 135 534 24 030 749 33 705 961 43 245 989 44 505 924 41 580 962 43 290 150 6 750 5 921 266 445path lighting fixtures 45.00 LF 18,357 826,065 974 43,830          2,348 105,660        435 19,575           520 23,400           807 36,315          637 28,665           1,243 55,935           203 9,135             534 24,030          749 33,705          961 43,245          989 44,505          924 41,580          962 43,290          150 6,750            5,921 266,445        p g g , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,
Pedestrian Lighting MSA-150-MP-277-3S-FG-BZ, w/Pedestrian Lighting MSA-150-MP-277-3S-FG-BZ, w/ 
transformer base 3 500 00 EA 306 1 071 000 17 59 500 35 122 500 5 17 500 10 35 000 12 42 000 11 38 500 19 66 500 3 10 500 9 31 500 12 42 000 15 52 500 14 49 000 14 49 000 12 42 000 0 118 413 000transformer base 3,500.00 EA 306 1,071,000 17 59,500          35 122,500        5 17,500           10 35,000           12 42,000          11 38,500           19 66,500           3 10,500           9 31,500          12 42,000          15 52,500          14 49,000          14 49,000          12 42,000          0 -                    118 413,000        , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,
4'8" Concrete base 500 CY 476 238 170 26 13 232 54 27 242 8 3 892 16 7 783 19 9 340 17 8 562 30 14 788 5 2 335 14 7 005 19 9 340 23 11 675 22 10 897 22 10 897 19 9 340 0 - 184 91 8434 8  Concrete base 500 CY 476 238,170 26 13,232          54 27,242          8 3,892             16 7,783             19 9,340            17 8,562             30 14,788           5 2,335             14 7,005            19 9,340            23 11,675          22 10,897          22 10,897          19 9,340            0 -                    184 91,843          

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
Sub Total 2,135,235 116,562 255,402 40,967 66,183 87,655 75,727 137,223 21,970 62,535 85,045 107,420 104,402 101,477 94,630 6,750 771,288Sub Total 2,135,235 116,562 255,402 40,967 66,183 87,655 75,727 137,223 21,970 62,535 85,045 107,420 104,402 101,477 94,630 6,750 771,288

2 11 PLANTING2.11 PLANTING
Trees 600 00 EA 128 76 800 0 128 76 800Trees 600.00 EA 128 76,800 -                    -                    -                     -                     -                    -                     -                     -                     -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    0 -                    128 76,800          , ,
Landscaping 1 00 LS 204 500 204 500 - - 10 000 10 000 - - - 10 000 10 000 15 000 15 000 - - - 20 000 20 000 5 000 5 000 - 5 000 5 000 139 500 139 500Landscaping 1.00 LS 204,500 204,500 -                    -                    10,000 10,000           -                     -                    -                     10,000 10,000           15,000 15,000           -                    -                    -                    20,000 20,000          5,000 5,000            -                    5,000 5,000            139,500 139,500        

-------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- -------------------- -------------------- -------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- ------------------- -------------------
Sub Total 281,300 0 0 10,000 0 0 0 10,000 15,000 0 0 0 20,000 5,000 0 5,000 216,300Sub Total 281,300 0 0 10,000 0 0 0 10,000 15,000 0 0 0 20,000 5,000 0 5,000 216,300
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V J ASSOCIATESV J ASSOCIATES
CONCEPT ESTIMATECONCEPT ESTIMATE
U-ALBANY A08-13393U-ALBANY A08-13393
PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDYPEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY
UNIVERSITY OF ALBANYUNIVERSITY OF ALBANY
ALBANY, NEW YORK 5/17/2010ALBANY, NEW YORK 5/17/2010
ADDITIONAL ITEMSADDITIONAL ITEMS

TOTALTOTAL
DIV NO DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PR AMTDIV NO. DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PR AMT

1 CROSSWALK WARNING SIGNAGE AND STRIPING1 CROSSWALK WARNING SIGNAGE AND STRIPING
Roadside Sign 42 EA 150 00 6 300Roadside Sign 42 EA 150.00 6,300
Signs in Road 19 EA 100 00 1 900Signs in Road 19 EA 100.00 1,900
C lk St i i 12 EA 200 00 2 400Crosswalk Striping 12 EA 200.00 2,400

--------------------
Sub Total 10,600Sub Total 10,600

GENERAL CONDITIONS 5 0% 530GENERAL CONDITIONS 5.0% 530
OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10 0% 1 113OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10.0% 1,113

15 0% 1 836DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15.0% 1,836
PHASING 0.0% -
ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.8% 528ESCALATION TO THE MID POINT OF CONSTRUCTION  MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.8% 528

----------------------------------------
$14 607$14,607

2 CONCRETE FLATWORK FOR REPLACEMENT WALKWAYS2 CONCRETE FLATWORK FOR REPLACEMENT WALKWAYS
Remove existing pavement 32 000 SF 2 00 64 000Remove existing pavement 32,000 SF 2.00 64,000
6" Concrete W/ WWF On 12" Subbase 32 000 SF 11 00 352 0006" Concrete W/ WWF On 12" Subbase 32,000 SF 11.00 352,000

--------------------
Sub Total 416,000,

GENERAL CONDITIONS 5.0% 20,800GENERAL CONDITIONS 5.0% 20,800
OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10 0% 43 680OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10.0% 43,680
DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15 0% 72 072DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15.0% 72,072
PHASING 0 0%PHASING 0.0% -
ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.8% 20,721@ ,

--------------------
$573 273$573,273

ANNUAL COST OVER 5 YEARS (2011 COST) 114 655    ANNUAL COST OVER 5 YEARS (2011 COST) 114,655
ESCALATION TO THE MID POINT OF CONSTRUCTION MARCH 2013@ 3 75%/YR 7 6% 8 760ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2013@ 3.75%/YR 7.6% 8,760

--------------------
    ANNUAL COST $123,415    ANNUAL COST $123,415

3 UNIVERSITY DRIVE/ WESTERN AVE ENTRANCE CONVERSION TO 3 WAY STOP (INT 14)3 UNIVERSITY DRIVE/ WESTERN AVE ENTRANCE CONVERSION TO 3 WAY STOP (INT. 14)
St i 2 EA 150 00 300Stop signs 2 EA 150.00 300
Painted stop bars 2 EA 50.00 100p

--------------------
Sub Total 400Sub Total 400

GENERAL CONDITIONS 5 0% 20GENERAL CONDITIONS 5.0% 20
OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10 0% 42OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10.0% 42
DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15.0% 69
PHASING 0.0% -PHASING 0.0%
ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3 75%/YR 3 8% 20ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.8% 20

--------------------
$551$551

4 Alumni Drive Closure Option4 Alumni Drive Closure Option
Remove existing pavement 1 000 SF 2 00 2 000Remove existing pavement 1,000 SF 2.00 2,000
New concrete curb 40 LF 15 00 600New concrete curb 40 LF 15.00 600
Pl ti 1 000 SF 5 00 5 000Planting 1,000 SF 5.00 5,000
Topsoil 56 CY 50.00 2,778p ,

--------------------
Sub Total 10 378Sub Total 10,378

GENERAL CONDITIONS 5 0% 519GENERAL CONDITIONS 5.0% 519
10 0% 1 090OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10.0% 1,090

DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15.0% 1,798,
PHASING 0.0% -PHASING 0.0%
ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3 75%/YR 3 8% 517ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.8% 517

--------------------
$14 301$14,301
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V J ASSOCIATESV J ASSOCIATES
CONCEPT ESTIMATECONCEPT ESTIMATE
U-ALBANY A08-13393U-ALBANY A08-13393
PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDYPEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY
UNIVERSITY OF ALBANYUNIVERSITY OF ALBANY
ALBANY, NEW YORK 5/17/2010ALBANY, NEW YORK 5/17/2010
ADDITIONAL ITEMSADDITIONAL ITEMS

TOTALTOTAL
DIV NO DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PR AMTDIV NO. DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PR AMT

5 Campus Access Control (All Motorized Gates)5 Campus Access Control (All Motorized Gates)
Entrance "A"Entrance "A"

G t 32' l 2 EA 18 000 00 36 000Gates 32' long 2 EA 18,000.00 36,000g
Entrance "B" -Entrance B

Gates 20' long 2 EA 5,000.00 10,000Gates 20  long 2 EA 5,000.00 10,000
Gates 22' long 2 EA 5 500 00 11 000Gates 22  long 2 EA 5,500.00 11,000
Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31 000 00 31 000Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31,000.00 31,000

E t "C"Entrance "C" -
Gates 15' long 1 EA 3,750.00 3,750Gates 15  long 1 EA 3,750.00 3,750
Gates 18' long 2 EA 4,500.00 9,000Gates 18  long 2 EA 4,500.00 9,000

Entrance "D" -Entrance D -
Gates 20' long 2 EA 5 000 00 10 000Gates 20' long 2 EA 5,000.00 10,000
G t 26' l 2 EA 6 500 00 13 000Gates 26' long 2 EA 6,500.00 13,000g , ,

Entrance "E" -Entrance E
Gates 28' long 4 EA 7,000.00 28,000Gates 28  long 4 EA 7,000.00 28,000
Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31 000 00 31 000Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31,000.00 31,000

Entrance "F"Entrance "F" -
G t 17' l 2 EA 4 2 0 00 8 00Gates 17' long 2 EA 4,250.00 8,500g , ,
Gates 25' long 2 EA 6,250.00 12,500Gates 25  long 2 EA 6,250.00 12,500

Entrance "G" -Entrance G -
Gates 30' long 1 EA 16 000 00 16 000Gates 30' long 1 EA 16,000.00 16,000

Entrance "H"Entrance "H" -
G t 20' l 2 EA 000 00 10 000Gates 20' long 2 EA 5,000.00 10,000g , ,

Turnarounds at Entrance "A" 1,230 SF 10.00 12,300Turnarounds at Entrance A 1,230 SF 10.00 12,300
Turnarounds at Entrance "B" 2,450 SF 10.00 24,500Turnarounds at Entrance B 2,450 SF 10.00 24,500
Turnarounds at Entrance "C" 3 500 SF 10 00 35 000Turnarounds at Entrance "C" 3,500 SF 10.00 35,000
Turnarounds at Entrance "E" 965 SF 10 00 9 650Turnarounds at Entrance "E" 965 SF 10.00 9,650
T d t E t "H" STurnarounds at Entrance "H" 2,920 SF 10.00 29,200, ,

--------------------
Sub Total 340,400Sub Total 340,400

GENERAL CONDITIONS 5 0% 17 020GENERAL CONDITIONS 5.0% 17,020
OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10 0% 35 742OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10.0% 35,742

%DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15.0% 58,974,
PHASING 0.0% -PHASING 0.0%
ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3 75%/YR 3 8% 16 955ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.8% 16,955

----------------------------------------
$469 091$469,091
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V J ASSOCIATESV J ASSOCIATES
CONCEPT ESTIMATECONCEPT ESTIMATE
U-ALBANY A08-13393U-ALBANY A08-13393
PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDYPEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT STUDY
UNIVERSITY OF ALBANYUNIVERSITY OF ALBANY
ALBANY, NEW YORK 5/17/2010ALBANY, NEW YORK 5/17/2010
ADDITIONAL ITEMSADDITIONAL ITEMS

TOTALTOTAL
DIV NO DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PR AMTDIV NO. DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PR AMT

6 Campus Access Control (Manual Gates except Motorized at B E & G)6 Campus Access Control (Manual Gates except Motorized at B, E, & G)
Entrance "A" (Manual)Entrance "A" (Manual)

G t 32' l 2 EA 9 000 00 18 000Gates 32' long 2 EA 9,000.00 18,000g
Entrance "B" -Entrance B

Gates 20' long 2 EA 5,000.00 10,000Gates 20  long 2 EA 5,000.00 10,000
Gates 22' long 2 EA 5 500 00 11 000Gates 22  long 2 EA 5,500.00 11,000
Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31 000 00 31 000Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31,000.00 31,000

E t "C" (M l)Entrance "C" (Manual) -( )
Gates 15' long 1 EA 2,250.00 2,250Gates 15  long 1 EA 2,250.00 2,250
Gates 18' long 2 EA 2,700.00 5,400Gates 18  long 2 EA 2,700.00 5,400

Entrance "D" (Manual) -Entrance D  (Manual) -
Gates 20' long 2 EA 3 000 00 6 000Gates 20' long 2 EA 3,000.00 6,000
G t 26' l 2 EA 3 900 00 7 800Gates 26' long 2 EA 3,900.00 7,800g , ,

Entrance "E" -Entrance E
Gates 28' long 4 EA 7,000.00 28,000Gates 28  long 4 EA 7,000.00 28,000
Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31 000 00 31 000Gatehouse (68 SF) 1 EA 31,000.00 31,000

Entrance "F" (Manual)Entrance "F" (Manual) -
G t 17' l 2 EA 2 0 00 100Gates 17' long 2 EA 2,550.00 5,100g , ,
Gates 25' long 2 EA 3,750.00 7,500Gates 25  long 2 EA 3,750.00 7,500

Entrance "G" -Entrance G -
Gates 30' long 1 EA 16 000 00 16 000Gates 30' long 1 EA 16,000.00 16,000

Entrance "H" (Manual)Entrance "H" (Manual) -
G t 20' l 2 EA 3 000 00 6 000Gates 20' long 2 EA 3,000.00 6,000g , ,

Turnarounds at Entrance "A" 1,230 SF 10.00 12,300Turnarounds at Entrance A 1,230 SF 10.00 12,300
Turnarounds at Entrance "B" 2,450 SF 10.00 24,500Turnarounds at Entrance B 2,450 SF 10.00 24,500
Turnarounds at Entrance "C" 3 500 SF 10 00 35 000Turnarounds at Entrance "C" 3,500 SF 10.00 35,000
Turnarounds at Entrance "E" 965 SF 10 00 9 650Turnarounds at Entrance "E" 965 SF 10.00 9,650
T d t E t "H" STurnarounds at Entrance "H" 2,920 SF 10.00 29,200, ,

--------------------
Sub Total 295,700Sub Total 295,700

GENERAL CONDITIONS 5 0% 14 785GENERAL CONDITIONS 5.0% 14,785
OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10 0% 31 049OVERHEAD AND PROFIT 10.0% 31,049

%DESIGN AND BIDDING CONTINGENCIES 15.0% 51,230,
PHASING 0.0% -PHASING 0.0%
ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3 75%/YR 3 8% 14 729ESCALATION TO THE MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - MARCH 2011@ 3.75%/YR 3.8% 14,729

----------------------------------------
$407 492$407,492
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