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Threshold Analysis

A threshold analysis was conducted for selected intersections in the Study Area to determine how
much traffic can be added to the intersections beibre improvements should be implemented. The
results ofthis analysis are shown in Table E-l. For example. the intersection of Albany Street ar
Liska Kill Road can allow only 4%:o nore traffic above 1995 levels before significant congestion
occurs and irnprovements should be implemented. On the other hand, the intersection of Albany
Street at Cordell Road can allow a growth of63% above 1995 traffic volumes before improvements
should be implemented.

An important consideration of the threshold analysis is determining when the Cordell Road-Lisha
Kill Road connector roadway should be constructed. The key intersection to this evaluation is the
Albany Street at Morris Road intersection. Without the connector roadway, significant
improvements will be required at the Albany StreeVMonis Road intersection when operating
conditions deteriorate to significant congestion levels. However, ifthe connector roadway is built.
no improvements will be needed at Albany StreeuMonis Road.

Therefore, ifthe Cordell Road-Lisha Kill Road connector roadway is to be pursued as a preferrable
option and to prevent spending money on improvements that will not be needed with the connector
.oadway, the tralfic volume levels of the Albany StreeVMorris Road intersection will dictate when
the connector roadway should be implemented. As shown inTablcA-1. that intersection can accept
an increase in traffic of 44o/o above 1995 levels before cither improvements are added to the
intersection or the Cordell Road-Lisha Kill Roaci connector roadwav is implemented.



TABLE E-I
THRESHOLD ANALYSIS FOR SELECTED INTERSECTIONS

IN THE STUDYAREA

( I ) vph - vehiclcs per hour
(2) Maximum volumes based on CDTC's STLP model capacities
(i Includes imDrovements on the TIP

Intersection 1995 PM Peak
Entering Volume

Maximum Volume
(90% of Capacity)(2)

Percent Growth
Remaining

Consaul Road at Lisha Kill Road 97s vph(1) l 5 l 5  vph 36%

Central Avenue at Lisha Kill Road 2335 vph 2860 vph 18%

Albanv Street at Cordell Road 535 vph 1440 vph 63%

Albanv Street at Morris Road 820 vph 1460 vph 44V"

Albany Street at Lisha Kill Road 1 160 vph 1215 vph 4%

Albanv Street at New Karner Road 2835 vph 3800 vph(3) 25%

Albany Street at Kamer Road 8t5vph 1215 vph 33%

Kings Road at Cordell Road 505 vph l2  l5  vph 58%

Kings Road at Morris Road 605 vph l 2 l 5  vph 50%



APPENDIX H



z
ut
=
IIJ

sk
; i l -
ao
oh
:<
YO.
E =

, | t J
2S
Y>
r lu' =

-42

=8

fi=
Jo

trurz
IIJo

og
E
Jo
lt

z
I

UJ
E
o
IJJ
E

z
IIJ

oo.
o!

tJ
z
o
x
IJJ

--l

o

L

TOWN OF GUILDERLAND

c
@
@:

" :  
/

( f v

i  ) i : r  \ c  " : : i F :  i r A !
F A '  L  i  I S

i .Y s i  \G ' ,1 :s  ! t
R t a R i a  I  i , ' . l A t  A R t A

F C T ' I ] I  A L  R E C R E A :  i ] N  A t
A C - T E S

' r  \ i  er : f

a1{:-.:-l-:sr=\ ',//
G o L l

. f -]...

/,\ .

: T  TE

1

Mero,  vs - ' r , r . .  e-

TOWN OF
it i//

a o r i  a . ! . s e

j+)

a . m e  a  ! b

Eve.q.ee.



APPEIYDIX I



rowN oi-

o
UJ
E
Io

f
6

z
IIJ
=
lrJ

o
to.
=

Eu

=

Fz
IIJ
=
lrJ

tl <
#1-
to

o-
a t J,a
Y2'.H
-1z,
=P

$=
JO

E
tuz
lJto

S u b s l o t  o n

C o  f  C o ! r s e

o
o
o

L,i

SUB_AREA BOUNDARY

(BOUNOARY BETWEEN SUB-AREA 4  AND SU8_AREA
5 I S  B A S F D  O N  R E A R  L O T  L I N E S  O F  P R O P E R T I E S
WTH FRONTAGE ON CENTRAI  AVENUE BOUNDARY OF
suB-ARIA J  1S DEINED BY,LOTS WtTH FRONTAGE
ON NtW KARNER ROAD )

co
I(_)
I

o
z

u
l()

t

1
STA IE

0 o f



SUB-AREA 4

t i
I i I

I

F
1!o
=

o
lrl
E
Io

fo
z
ul
=
ul

o
Eo.
=

E
UJ
F

=

F

6

( t -
t3l J=a
Y2
I llJ- . =

12
=P

fitJo
Eurz
tuc,

(.)

L O T  L I M I T

r(, ir,( (,f croloi r LOT OWNER (TYP.)

WATER SU B_ ARIA
B O U N D A R Y

,  4 :  I  J  l r f . t  j i r . r i ' ' r a ' , r , r r  :  L I L  j r i  i r r ,  I  r , . L l t i _

I

i .  ! :  ( ;

- . - -
..--)--

|  - - -
I - -
I

i . i  , ) ^ i . '  .  r r i  : t i r i  L ,F  tN.  I  1 ; i , , . r1  3  , r1 .1 ;  51  I
I  p , : : . i l ) .  i t  l rp ,  !a  I

I ", ..'.'
-  r r . . . lL  r i l r  1  a r i . . , ,  r i . r i l l r , . r

l t - ' . l r  , i ! r  i l  :  I  1 , ,  I  t
i l n u i  l j , r t , r i  i  : , r  I  ) . ) . i

I : i1 ' '-,t!tt[i i t\

.i r:i14f,,, r.: (

; t : a : ( r a !  r t : t
I , . :  ! ,  i [  ' , ' ,  \ , . !  ' ] t F r

= i.i

= i t J l
l r l

l r  I

TOWN OF GUI.DERLAI'



APPENDIX J



EXAMPLE MITIGATION COSTS

For illustrative purposes only, examples of development mitigation costs have been calculated for
hypothetical commercial office, commercial retail, residential and industrial projects within the
Study Area.

1. Commercial Office

Project Statistics
Building Size 10,000 sq. ft.
Lot Size I Acre
Location: Water improvement Subarea 4

Mitigation Costs
Water $8,300
Transportation $8,750*
Recreation $288
SEQR 5126

Total $17,464 ($1.75 per square foot)

2. Commercial Retail

Proiect Statistics
Building Size I 5,000 sq. ft.
Lot Size 2 acres
Location Water Improvement Subarea 4

Mitigation Costs
water $ 12,450
Transportation $ 16,950+
Recreation $576
SEQR 5252

Total $30,228 ($2.02 per square foot)



.'. Residential

Project Statistics
Total Units
Lot Size
Location

Mitigation Costs
Water
Transportation
Recreation
SEQR

Total

4. Industrial

Project Statistics
Building Size
Lot Size
Location

Miligalrs!-eeslr
Water
Ttansportation
Recreation
SEQR

Total

200
100 acres
Water Improvement Subarea 5

$382,000
$57,500"
$28,800
$ 12,600

$480,900 ($2,405 per dwelling unit)

20,000 sq. ft.
5 acres
Water Improvement Subarea 3

$ l  7,800
s8,500'|
s 1,440
$630

$28,370 ($1.42 per square fbot)

+Note: Example transportation mitigation costs are based on the mean ofthe costs presented on pagc
34 of this Statement of Findings. The actual transportation mitigation costs will vary
somewhat from the example mitigation costs, depcnding on the naure of the development
and its location within the Study Area. For example. development located on the
southwestem edgc of the Study Area is tikely to have less impact on heavily rraveled
intersections near Ncw Kamer Road and Central Avenue. where most of thc FGEIS
improYements are located. Also, the mitigation costs do not include costs of other
improvements outside the Lisha Kill - Kings Road Area that would benefit development
within Study Area. The specific mitigation cost lbr a site specific project will be dependent
on land use. size. location, employee density. transportation improvemcnt costs. and other
f-actors.


