Meeting Summary – Public Information Meeting #1
Warren County Pathway Corridor Project
September 27, 2018
The first public information meeting for the Warren County Pathway Corridor Project was held on
Thursday, September 27, 2018, at the Queensbury Senior Citizen Center in Town of Queensbury. The
meeting began with a 2-hour open house where attendees were able meet and discuss the project with
staff. Following the open house, the technical presentation began with an introduction by Edward
Bartholomew, President of Warren County EDC. Bartholomew informed the attendees that Warren
County, National Grid and Warren Co. EDC are the sponsors of the project. He stated that the goal of the
study to achieve consensus and determine the best overall transportation alternative to address existing
congestion and support economic development in the area, and that the expectation is that the final
report is not going to sit on the shelf. He pointed out that at the federal and state level, there is limited
transportation funding available for implementation of the project, and that additional funding sources
needed to be explored. After the introduction, Mark Sargent from Creighton Manning provided an
overview of the existing conditions and alternatives analysis to date. See Attachment A for the
PowerPoint presentation.
The purpose of the meeting was to inform the public about this transportation planning study, let them
know the different methods by which they can provide comments, provide the public with an initial
understanding of the existing conditions and needs, and obtain input from the public on the pathway
corridor alternatives (problems and solutions).

1

Meeting attendees had several opportunities to provide input, ask questions, and offer comments. This
included the open house where facilitators interacted with the public to solicit input on specific
concerns, and ideas for the project corridor. Post-it notes and aerial map mark-ups were used to record
the public input received; A written comment form; A poster station where attendees were asked to
rate how frequently they avoid the study area due to traffic; A question/comment session; Attendees
were also given the project website address www.WCPathway.com and encouraged to review the
material on the website and provide comments via the website email.
1. Poster Station
I _____ avoid the area due to traffic.
Each attendee was given one sticky dot
to place on this ranking exercise. There
were a total of 26 dots placed with most
people (65%) selecting “often” while
“rarely”, “occasionally” and “never” were
less popular answers. Many attendees
who placed their dots on the
corresponding boxes indicated that they
could not avoid the area since they lived
nearby. Taken together, travelers often
avoid the area due to traffic and were
interested in exploring transportation
improvement alternatives.
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I _____ avoid the area due to traffic.
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2. Q&A Session
The following was discussed during the Q&A session following the presentation:
Question: Regarding the interchange alternative, why would you take out one exit and add a
new one?
Response: Two closely spaced exits are not possible. General FHWA policy is to avoid “split”
interchanges.
Question: What are the economic effects of the alternatives?
Response: Although detailed economic studies were not originally part of this transportation
planning study, the EDC is now pursuing a separate economic impact study. Depending on
timing, the findings might be able to be rolled into this transportation planning study.
Additionally, input from business owners is being considered as a general indicator of whether
an alternative is business friendly or not.
Question: Have you considered combining some of the alternatives together?
Response: Yes. That’s part of the intent of the ‘layer’ category. We think we can work some of
those into a major roadway alternative whether it is a back access alternative or improving
existing Route 9 alternatives.
Question: The busses that come through to go to Lake George are also causing congestion by onboarding and off-boarding passengers. Maybe a bus turnout can be implemented?
Response: Bus passenger volume is also a consideration. At lower volume stops it can be
acceptable to have buses stop in traffic. Where there are a lot of passengers boarding and
alighting, then having the bus stop outside of traffic may be preferred.
Question: How about looking into a back access at the west side instead of east side that will
bring people off Route 9 to Route 149
Response: Yes, that’s the “West Parcel Back Access” Layer that is being considered.
Question: Would a pedestrian tunnel work instead of a pedestrian bridge?
Response: It could be looked at. Tunnels have some challenges such as how to handle storm
water.
Question: How about merging the alternatives “West Parcel Back Access”, “Widening Route 9 to
5 or 4 Lanes” adding a raised median and a pedestrian overpass together? Also, how about
putting a fence or barrier to direct people to the overpass?
Response: Agreed. The barrier would require some of the driveways to be closed and
consolidated. Because of the number of driveways that are around there now, we can’t expect
pedestrians to use the overpass instead of walking out of the driveways. Therefore, putting a
fence for sufficient channelization would require additional driveway consolidation.
Comment: Traffic has become a problem for my business. The exposure to the frequency of
people that go by the area is good; however, customers that look at my showroom say ‘I wanted
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to come and see your store but I didn’t want to deal with that traffic’. The other thing that we
need to consider is that commercial real estate in the area is not necessarily retail. Businesses
might want to invest in the property, but don’t want to be there because it is not convenient.
Comment: I think merging the alternatives of widening the road and roundabout together would
be something to consider as well. I like the idea of improving the traffic flow with the additional
2 lanes but also, adding a roundabout would make the corridor more pedestrian friendly.
Comment: I’d like you to consider the back access road alternative. That way, people who are
going to their destination can use that road and people who are coming for the stores can use
Route 9.
Comment: Most people park their cars, cross the road and traffic stops for them each time. I
agree that pedestrian signals could be a good solution to improve traffic flow.
3. Open-house Mapping Input Session
Input from the open-house mapping session can be found in Table 1 under Attachment B:
4. Written comments
Five written comments have been received as of this writing (eight days after the public
meeting). Written comments are included under Attachment B.
Looking at the public comments together, it appears that a majority of people support a transportation
improvement project that includes some roadway widening, and managing pedestrian crossings either
at signals or grade separated. Roundabouts are also supported at intersections. Other improvements
such as a capacity improvement at the Gurney Lane/I-87 Southbound ramps intersection, completing
pedestrian connections, and providing a traffic signal at Round Pond Road are also supported. The
meeting’s sign-in sheet is included under Attachment C.
The public meeting concluded with an invitation for meeting attendees to stay involved and to attend
the next public meeting planned for mid-December (now scheduled for December 13th). Attendees
were also encouraged to check the study website for updates, provide comments, or to contact the
Study Advisory Committee members with any additional questions or concerns.
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Public Information Meeting
Warren County Pathway Corridor Project
September 27, 2018

Why are we here?
• Introduce Study
• Hear concerns and
Ideas
• Obtain input on
preliminary
Alternatives
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Previous Study (2008)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Access Management
Roundabouts
Raised Median
Back Access
Interchange
Other Improvements

Significant Regional Destinations
• Tourism
• Jobs
• Economy
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Regionally Significant Travel Corridor

Why this project?
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Pathway Corridor Friction
Driveways

Crosswalks
Internal
Pedestrian
Connections

Hourly Traffic Counts
2008
~1500 Vehicles
~700 Pedestrians

2018
~1200 Vehicles
~870 Pedestrians
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Regional Traffic Has Increased
NYSDOT Permanent Recorder
I-87 near Exit 19
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Corridor Volumes Are Relatively Stable
US Route 9 - Outlet Mall Area
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Project Objectives
• Identify and address
existing traffic congestion
and safety concerns
• Provide accommodations
for all users
• Enable economic growth
• Develop recommendations
that can be implemented
and solidify consensus
among stakeholders

Existing Queues
• Typical Saturday
(non-summer)
• 4-5 minute
travel times
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Existing Queues
• Summer
• 10-12 minute
travel times

Seasonal Traffic Variations
Percent of AADT by Month
US 4 - 15 miles East

I-87 - 3 miles South

I-87 - 8 miles North

AADT
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Hourly Traffic Variations – US Route 9
US Route 9: 500' North of Exit 20 (July 2014)
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Growth Potential

14 Parcels

Pending

+ 7 Parcels
+ 1300 trips

Speculative

Pending

7 Parcels
~ 490 trips
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Speculative

+ 7 Parcels
+ 1300 trips

Growth Potential

14 Parcels
610 KSF
1800 trips
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Alternatives

Pathway Corridor Alternatives
• Roadway Alternatives • Other Layers
A. Do nothing
B. Improve Existing
1. Widen US Route 9
to 5-lanes with
signal upgrades
2. Median alternative
with roundabouts

 Shuttle Busses
 Access management
 Bicycle / Trail
Connections
 Pedestrian Bridge
 West side back access

C. Back Access
D. New Interchange
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Potential Solutions
• Roadway Alternatives
• Signal or Roundabout
• Signal timing
adjustments
• Great Escape
Improvements

Do Nothing
• Assuming no
diversions:
 Travel times will
increase from 10-12
minutes to
approximately 25
minutes
 Increased queuing
from ½ to 1 mile up
to 2 miles long
 No additional safety
benefits
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Option B1 – Widen to five lanes
• Insert image

• Pros
 Travel times reduced to
approximately 5-6 minutes
 Queueing reduced to
approximately 1,000 feet

• Cons
 Much Less friendly
pedestrian environment

• Cost
 0.5 – 1.0 Acre
 $10+ Million

Option B1 – Parking Impacts
• Minor overall parking impacts through the
corridor
• Reconfigure
frontage as parallel
parking
• Lose approximately
10 spaces
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Option B2 – Raised median with roundabouts
• Pros
 Much more pedestrian
friendly
 Reduction in left-turn
conflicts
 Travel times reduced to
approximately 15-20
minutes

• Cons
 Parking impacts

• Cost
 1.0 – 1.5 Acres
 $10+ Million

Option B2 – Property Impacts

Middle Roundabout 20+ parking spaces impacted
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Option C – Back Access
• Insert image

• Pros
 Travel times reduced to
approximately 8-9 minutes
 Queueing reduced to
approximately 2,000 feet
 Maintains low speed and
pedestrian friendly US Route 9

• Cons
 Property impacts
 Business Visibility

• Cost
 5 – 10 Acres
 $10 – 15 Million

Option D – New Interchange
• Insert image

• Pros
 Regional mobility
 Maintains low speed
pedestrian friendly US
Route 9

• Cons
 Does not address the
traffic issues
» -20 to +50 reassigned trips

 Schedule

• Cost
 10 – 15 Acres
 $50 – 75 Million
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Bicycle/Trail Connection Layer
• Pros
 Multi-modal access

• Cons
 None

• Cost
 N/A

Pedestrian Bridge Layer
• Pros
 Reduced pedestrian
friction

• Cons
 Requires channelizing
to be successful
 Parking impacts 30 +

• Cost
 $1.5 – 2 Million
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West Parcel Back Access Layer

What are the trade-offs?
• Measures of Effectiveness






Improves Travel Time Reliability
Reduces Signal LOS/Queuing/Emissions
Increased Pedestrian Friendliness
Minimizes Property Impacts
Minimizes Cost of Alternative
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How do the Alternatives Compare?

Schedule / Next Steps
Winter/Spring 2018
• Existing & Future Conditions

Summer 2018
• Preliminary Alternatives
• Public Workshop #1

o Fall 2018
o Further Evaluation and Recommendations
o Public Meeting #2
o Final Report
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Comments / Questions?

Examples
• Do you like or dislike any of the alternatives?
Why or why not?
• Do you have other ideas for improvements?

www.WCPathway.com

Thank you

www.WCPathway.com
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