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Re: The Buffalo Skyway and the I-81 viaduct in Syracuse

Dear Commissioner McDonald:
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I'am in receipt of correspondence from your regional office indicating that they will shortly
be undertaking an analysis of alternatives to the rehabilitation of the Buffalo Skyway. I

commend this decision.

Relatedly, I tead with great interest the Syracuse Post Joutnal’s recent account of your

positive response to proposals to tear down the elevated I-81 viaduct in downtown
Syracuse.! As with the Buffalo Skyway, your agency is in the process of studying whether to
rehabilitate and maintain that infrastructure or replace it with more suitable alternatives. The
two facilities have much in common. They are both remnants of the Robert Moses era, they
are each about 1.5 miles long, each structure is “functionally obsolete,” “structurally
deficient,” and “fracture critical.” Significantly, they are both nearing the point where their
continued upkeep will requite major reconstruction and will cost vast sums of money.

The Buffalo Skyway and the 1-81 viaduct ate also dissimilar in important ways. Without
diminishing the case for replacing the I-81, it can be fairly stated that the replacement of the
Buffalo Skyway with more suitable infrastructure is actually an easier undertaking, in several
respects. For one thing, the Skyway catries substantially less traffic today (40,000 vs. 100,000
daily). Even morte significant are the cost considerations. Replacing the Buffalo Skyway
with more suitable infrastructure would actually cost less than keeping it in place ($75 million
vs. $117 million). In Syracuse, while the estimated costs of all of the proposals have not

1 http:/ /www.cnycentral.com/news/ story.aspx?id=808916
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been released, replacing the viaduct with more appropriate infrastructure will require more

than the considerable cost ($500 million) of rebuilding the viaduct as it stands today.”
Again, I commend the Department’s decision to finally undertake an alternatives analysis

relative to the Buffalo Skyway. Itis an important and necessary next step in the
development of Buffalo’s waterfront and the region’s transportation infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Member of Congtess

Enclosure: Syracuse 1-81 and Buffalo Skyway Comparison Fact Sheet

2 http:/ /www.npr.org/2012/07/24 /155917247 / a-city-faces-its-berlin-wall-an-interstate-highway
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