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Stakeholder meetings included:     

Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

7/9/2013 Local elected officials briefing LeMoyne College 

7/23/2013 Community meeting - Town of Owasco Owasco Town Hall 

9/25/2013 Neighborhood meeting - Southside SHA - Toomey Abbott Towers 

10/22/2013 Neighborhood meeting - Northside Dr. Weeks Elementary School 

10/23/2013 Neighborhood meeting - Downtown Everson Museum 

10/24/2013 CenterState CEO CenterState CEO   

10/29/2013 Neighborhood meeting - Westside Fowler High School 

10/29/2013 81' Below Syracuse - Jason Sperry NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/30/2013 Neighborhood meeting - Eastern suburbs DeWitt Community Room 

10/30/2013 Save 81 Destiny USA  

11/13/2013 Scoping Meeting  Oncenter 

11/19/2013 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

12/13/2013 City of Syracuse Common Council Pres. Van 
Robinson 

City Hall 

3/6/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

3/13/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

3/20/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

3/25/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

3/27/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

3/28/2014 Senator DeFrancisco staff NYSDOT Region 3 office 

4/1/2014 Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

4/2/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

4/2/2014 I-81 Speaker Series event Civic Center 

4/3/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

4/8/2014 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project outreach center 

4/10/2014 Sustainability SAWG Project outreach center 

4/11/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

4/14/2014 Bob Doucette NYSDOT Region 3 office 

4/17/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

4/17/2014 SMTC NYSDOT Region 3 office 

4/23/2014 Centro Centro office 

4/24/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

5/1/2014 Local elected officials briefing Project outreach center 

5/1/2014 Project Update Presentation Everson Museum 

5/6/2014 Kathy Murphy NYSDOT Region 3 office 

5/8/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

5/8/2014 SMTC NYSDOT Region 3 office 

5/12/2014 Syracuse 20/20 AXA 2 Tower 

5/13/2014 City of Syracuse Common Council Pres. Van 
Robinson 

City Hall 

5/13/2014 Onondaga County Civic Center 

5/13/2014 City of Syracuse City Hall 

5/13/2014 I-81 Speaker Series event Civic Center 

5/22/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

5/22/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

5/28/2014 Sustainability SAWG Project outreach center 

5/29/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

5/29/2014 Ed Kappesser NYSDOT Region 3 office 

5/29/2014 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project outreach center 

6/4/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

6/4/2014 Sustainability SAWG Project outreach center 

6/5/2014 Destiny USA NYSDOT Region 3 office 

6/5/2014 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project outreach center 

6/6/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

6/10/2014 Syracuse University Syracuse University 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

6/11/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

6/12/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

6/13/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

6/19/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

6/24/2014 Local elected officials briefing Project outreach center 

6/24/2014 Stakeholders’ Committee Everson Museum 

6/26/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

6/26/2014 Scoping Meeting Oncenter 

7/2/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

7/3/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

7/8/2014 Downtown Committee Centerstate CEO 

7/9/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

7/10/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

7/10/2014 CenterState CEO St. Joseph's Hospital 

7/14/2014 Central New York Community Foundation NYSDOT Region 3 office 

7/16/2014 Neighborhood meeting - Southside Southwest Community Center 

7/17/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

7/23/2014 Syramada Hotel Corporation NYSDOT Region 3 office 

7/23/2014 Syracuse Housing Authority Syracuse Housing Authority 

7/23/2014 Neighborhood meeting – Downtown Museum of Science and 
Technology 

7/24/2014 SUNY ESF Center for Community Design 
Research 

NYSDOT Region 3 office 

7/24/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

7/24/2014 Neighborhood meeting – Eastside HW Smith Elementary School 

7/25/2014 Arts and Crafts Festival - special event Project outreach center 

7/29/2014 Neighborhood meeting - Southside SHA - Toomey Abbott Towers 

7/30/2014 Neighborhood meeting - Westside St. Lucy's Parish Center 

7/31/2014 Neighborhood meeting – Northside Dr. Weeks Elementary School 

7/31/2014 Neighborhood meeting - Northside St. Peter's Parish Center 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

8/12/2014 Central New York Community Foundation N/A 

8/12/2014 SCSD English Language Learners’ Class Westside Learning Center 

8/13/2014 SMTC Teleconference 

8/14/2014 City of Syracuse TNT City Hall Commons 

8/14/2014 City of Syracuse City Hall 

8/14/2014 Centro Centro  

8/20/2014 CNY Regional Planning and Development 
Board 

CNY RPDB office 

8/21/2014 Senator John DeFrancisco NYSDOT Region 3 office 

8/26/2014 Northside CYO - Citizenship Class Northside CYO 

8/28/2014 SMTC Project Outreach Center 

9/22/2014 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

9/23/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

9/23/2014 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

9/25/2014 ReThink 81 Project Outreach Center 

10/6/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/8/2014  Onondaga Nation briefing NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/20/2014 81' Below Syracuse - Jason Sperry NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/28/2014 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

10/29/2014 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

10/29/2014 SMTC NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/29/2014 City of Syracuse Teleconference 

11/19/2014 Presentation to Syracuse University class Syracuse University 

11/19/2014 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

11/20/2014 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

11/25/2014 Centerstate CEO - Jonathan Logan Teleconference 

12/3/2014 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

12/3/2014 Senator Dave Valesky Sen. Valesky's district office 

12/3/2014 Assemblyman Al Stirpe Assemblyman Stirpe's district 
office 

12/3/2014 Assemblyman Sam Roberts Assemblyman Roberts' district 
office 

12/4/2014 Joint SAWGs urban design walking tour Viaduct area, Pioneer Homes 

12/19/2014 SMTC NYSDOT Region 3 office 

1/12/2015 SMTC Teleconference 

1/13/2015 Representative John Katko Teleconference 

1/13/2015 ReThink 81, Downtown Committee NYSDOT Region 3 office 

1/13/2015 SMTC NYSDOT Region 3 office 

1/15/2015 Centro NYSDOT Region 3 office 

2/19/2015 Onondaga County Civic Center 

4/6/2015 City of Syracuse Common Council Pres. Van 
Robinson 

Teleconference 

4/06/2015 City of Syracuse Teleconference 

4/22/2015 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County Teleconference 

4/22/2015 City of Syracuse NYSDOT Region 3 office 

5/7/2015 SMTC, Centro SMTC 

7/25/2015 Arts and Crafts Festival - special event Project Outreach Center 

8/8/2015 Central New York Festival Latino American 
- project information booth 

Wards Bakery Park 

8/10/2015 Centerstate CEO Centerstate CEO 

9/20/2015 Westcott Street Cultural Festival - project 
information booth 

Westcott Street, Syracuse 

9/30/2015 Capital for a Day briefing SKY Armory 

10/06/2015 Presentation to Syracuse University - 
Maxwell School 

Syracuse University 

10/21/2015 Presentation to Syracuse University - College 
of Engineering 

Syracuse University 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

10/28/2015 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

10/29/2015 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

11/02/2015 City of Syracuse, Onondaga County NYSDOT Region 3 office 

11/19/2015 Centro Centro 

11/20/2015 Syracuse University Syracuse University 

11/25/2015 Samaritan Center Samaritan Center 

12/1/2015 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

12/2/2015 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

12/3/2015 Community meeting - Town of Salina Liverpool Middle School 

1/27/2016 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

1/28/2016 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

2/5/2016 Representative John Katko, Senator John 
DeFrancisco 

Hughes State Office Building 

3/25/2016 Stephen Buechner Hughes State Office Building 

3/30/2016 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

3/31/2016 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

4/8/2016 Centro Centro 

4/8/2016 Tri-State Transportation Campaign, ReThink 
81 

NYSDOT Region 3 office 

4/20/2016 Syracuse Housing Authority Project Outreach Center 

4/20/2016 American Institute of Architects, CNY 
Chapter 

Project Outreach Center 

4/20/2016 University Hill Corporation Project Outreach Center 

4/20/2016 Carlo Moneti Project Outreach Center 

4/21/2016 Syracuse University Project Outreach Center 

4/21/2016 City of Syracuse Project Outreach Center 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

5/20/2016 F.O.C.U.S. Greater Syracuse presentation City Hall Commons 

5/31/2016 Franklin Square Neighborhood Association Teleconference 

6/1/2016 Public Information Meeting on State Land 
Acquisition Process 

SHA - Central Village Boys & 
Girls Club  

6/2/2016 Public Information Meeting on State Land 
Acquisition Process 

Project Outreach Center 

6/2/2016 Public Information Meeting on NYSDOT 
Land Acquisition Process 

Assumption Church Parish Center

6/9/2016 Stakeholders’ Committee meeting HW Smith School 

6/10/2016 SUNY Upstate Medical University SUNY Upstate Medical University

6/29/2016 Section 106 Consulting Parties Project Outreach Center 

6/29/2016 Sustainability SAWG Project Outreach Center 

6/30/2016 Community and Economic Development 
SAWG 

Project Outreach Center 

7/6/2016 UDTAP EDR office 

7/11/2016 Destiny USA NYSDOT Region 3 office 

7/13/2016 Onondaga Nation, State Historic 
Preservation Office 

NYSDOT Region 3 office 

7/13/2016 Near Westside Initiative NYSDOT Region 3 office 

7/25/2016 NYS Truck Association NYSDOT Region 3 office 

8/3/2016 City of Syracuse NYSDOT Region 3 office 

8/3/2016 Syracuse University NYSDOT Region 3 office 

8/4/2016 Tim Rudd Project Outreach Center 

8/4/2016 Joint SAWG Bus Tour I-81 Viaduct Project Area 

8/5/2016 Norman Swanson NYSDOT Region 3 office 

8/9/2016 UDTAP EDR office 

8/16/2016 Josh Podkaminer Project Outreach Center 

8/18/2016 Senator David Valesky Project Outreach Center 

8/23/2016 
Peter Sarver, Tony Mangano, Bob Haley, 
Barry Lentz 

Project Outreach Center 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

8/24/2016 
SUNY Upstate Medical University, Crouse 
Hospital, VA Hospital, St. Joseph’s Hospital, 
Hutchings Psychiatric Center, Loretto 

SUNY Upstate Medical University 
– Campus Activity Bldg. 

9/20/2016 

Urban Jobs Task Force, Center for 
Community Alternatives, Vision for Change, 
Jubilee Homes, Northside UP, Greater 
Syracuse HOPE, SUNY EOC, CenterState 
CEO, University Hill Corp., Brakens 
Financial Network 

Project Outreach Center 

9/21/2016 Centro Hughes State Office Building 

9/28/2016 Syracuse Housing Authority SHA offices 

9/29/2016 Ben Ogden / BDO Properties Hughes State Office Building 

9/30/2016 Louis Fournier / Sutton Real Estate Sutton office 

10/4/2016 Property owner meeting Former train station 

10/4/2016 Tobin’s Wood Furniture Tobin’s Wood Furniture 

10/4/2016 Veteran’s Fastener Supply Veteran’s Fastener Supply 

10/6/2016 Public Open House Oncenter 

10/7/2016  Onondaga Nation briefing NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/11/2016  St. Joseph’s Health Center; Franklin 
Properties; Northside UP; Centerstate CEO; 
Davco Performance Auto 

St. Joseph’s Hospital 

10/17/2016 City of Syracuse – Mayor Stephanie Miner Project Outreach Center 

10/18/2016 Assemblyman Bill Magnarelli Project Outreach Center 

10/18/2016 Neighborhood meeting – Eastside Henninger High School 

10/19/2016 Community meeting – Skaneateles Skaneateles High School 

10/19/2016 
Syracuse University, SU Center of 
Excellence, FAST Feasibility Study team 

Syracuse University Center of 
Excellence 

10/19/2016 SUNY Upstate Medical Center NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/20/2016 Neighborhood meeting – Northside Grant Middle School 

10/24/2016 SMTC NYSDOT Region 3 office 

10/24/2016 Destiny USA/Pyramid Management Destiny USA 
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Table 1-1
List of  Stakeholder and Public Meetings

Date Organization / Individuals Location 

10/26/2016 Neighborhood meeting – Downtown Syracuse Institute of Technology 

10/28/2016 Jubilee Homes of Syracuse, Inc. Jubilee Homes office 

11/1/2016 Neighborhood meeting – Westside Fowler High School 

11/2/2016 Neighborhood meeting – Southside Dr. King Elementary School 

11/15/2016 Community meeting – DeWitt Jamesville – DeWitt High School 

12/6/2016 Community meeting – Cicero 
Cicero-North Syracuse High 
School 
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Public project documents, including EIS documents, and other informational materials are made 
available at the repositories listed in Table 1-2, below. 

Table 1-2
Project Repositories

Repository Address 

New York State Department of 
Transportation - Region 3 Office 

333 East Washington Street, Syracuse, New York 

Onondaga County Clerk's Office 401 Montgomery Street, Syracuse, New York 

City of Syracuse Clerk's Office 233 E. Washington Street, Syracuse, New York 

Syracuse Housing Authority - 
Administration Office 

516 Burt Street, Syracuse, New York 

Syracuse Housing Authority - Pioneer 
Homes 

924 S. McBride Street, Syracuse, New York 

Syracuse Housing Authority - Toomey 
Abbott Towers 

1207 Almond Street, Syracuse, New York 

Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation 
Council 

126 N. Salina Street, Syracuse, New York 

Dunbar Center 1453 State Street, Syracuse, New York 

Faith Hope Community Center 1029 Montgomery Street, Syracuse, New York 

Fairmount Community Library 406 Chapel Drive, Syracuse, New York 

Westcott Community Center 826 Euclid Avenue, Syracuse, New York 

Northeast Community Center Library 716 Hawley Avenue, Syracuse, New York 

Southwest Community Center Library 2111 S. Salina Street, Syracuse, New York 

Onondaga County Public Library 
(OCPL) Beauchamp Branch Library 

2111 S. Salina Street, Syracuse, New York 

OCPL Betts Branch Library  4862 S. Salina Street, Syracuse, New York 

OCPL Central Library 447 S. Salina Street, Syracuse, New York 

OCPL White Branch Library 763 Butternut Street, Syracuse, New York 

Onondaga Free Library 4840 West Seneca Turnpike, Syracuse, New York 

Syracuse University - Bird Library 222 Waverly Avenue, Syracuse, New York 

Town of Cicero 8236 Brewerton Road, Cicero, New York 

Town of DeWitt 5400 Butternut Drive, East Syracuse, New York 

DeWitt Community Library 3649 Erie Boulevard East, DeWitt, New York 
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Table 1-2
Project Repositories

Repository Address 

Village of East Syracuse 207 N. Center Street, East Syracuse, New York 

East Syracuse Free Library 4990 James Street, East Syracuse, New York 

Town of Elbridge Route 31W, Jordan, New York 

Town of Fabius Route 80, Fabius, New York 

Fayetteville Free Library Digital repository only: www.fflib.org 

Town of Hastings 1134 US Rt. 11, Central Square, New York  

LaFayette Public Library 2577 Rt. 11 North, LaFayette, New York 

Village of Liverpool 310 Sycamore Street, Liverpool, New York 

Liverpool Public Library Digital repository only: /www.lpl.org 

Town of Lysander 8220 Loop Road, Baldwinsville, New York 

Town of Manlius 310 Brooklea Drive, Fayetteville, New York 

Village of Manlius 1 Arkie Albanese Avenue, Manlius, New York 

Manlius Library 1 Arkie Albanese Avenue, Manlius, New York 

Town of Marcellus 24 East Main Street, Marcellus, New York 

Marcellus Free Library 32 Maple Street, Marcellus, New York 

Maxwell Memorial Library (Camillus) 14 Genesee Street, Camillus, New York 

Village of Minoa 240 N. Main Street, Minoa, New York 

Minoa Library 242 N. Main Street, Minoa, New York 

Village of North Syracuse 600 South Bay Road, North Syracuse, New York 

Town of Onondaga 5020 Ball Road, Syracuse, New York 

Town of Salina 201 School Road, Liverpool, New York 

Salina Library 100 Belmont Street, Mattydale, New York 

Town of Skaneateles 24 Jordan Street, Skaneateles, New York 

Skaneateles Library 49 E. Genesee Street, Skaneateles, New York 

Solvay Public Library 615 Woods Road, Solvay, New York 

Village of Tully 5833 Meetinghouse Road, Tully, New York 

Town of Van Buren 7575 Van Buren Road, Baldwinsville, New York 
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I‐81 VIADUCT PROJECT 

MEMO ON LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY (LEP) 

ANALYSIS AND APPROACH 

 

This memo was prepared early in the project to provide guidance for outreach 
efforts to populations in the project study area with limited English 
proficiency (LEP). These efforts will be implemented throughout the duration 
of the Environmental Impacts Statement (EIS) process. The memo provided an 
initial analysis of LEP populations in the project study area and describes the 
approach that will be used to ensure these populations have meaningful 
access to information on the I-81 Viaduct Project and opportunities to 
participate.  

1 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  is  proposing  to  rehabilitate, 

reconstruct,  or  replace  Interstate  81  (I‐81)  from  about  Dr. Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  East  to 

Hiawatha Boulevard (the “I‐81 Viaduct Project”) in the City of Syracuse, Onondaga County, New 

York. NYSDOT  is  also  investigating modifications  to  interchanges  on  Interstate  690  between 

West Street and Teall Avenue and potential improvements on Interstate 481 from end to end.  

As  the  principal  north‐south  transportation  route  for  commuters,  travelers,  and  commercial 

vehicles within greater Syracuse,  the  I‐81  corridor  is  important  to  the efficient movement of 

people and goods in and around greater Syracuse. With its direct access to Downtown Syracuse 

and  many  of  the  region’s  destinations  and  employment  centers,  the  highway  also  has  a 

considerable influence on the character and economic vitality of the city and region. Nationally, 

I‐81  is  a major north‐south  transportation  corridor  that  extends  from  Tennessee  to Canada, 

providing  links to major cities, such as Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, and New York City, via 

east‐west connections.   
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In  recent  years,  the  I‐81  corridor  through  Syracuse  has  been  the  subject  of  community  and 

agency  concern  because  of  ongoing  congestion  and  safety  issues,  as  well  as  aging 

infrastructure. The  I‐81 Viaduct Project has been proposed  to address  structural deficiencies 

and  nonstandard  highway  features  in  the  I‐81  corridor, while  creating  an  improved  corridor 

through the City of Syracuse that meets transportation needs and provides the transportation 

infrastructure to support long‐range planning efforts. 

NYSDOT  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  are  preparing  an  Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) to assess and document the potential impacts of alternatives proposed 

to  rehabilitate,  reconstruct,  or  replace  the  I‐81  viaduct  in Downtown  Syracuse.  The  EIS will 

address  impacts  on  the  built  and  natural  environment,  consistent with  FHWA  and  NYSDOT 

environmental review procedures. 

Meaningful participation from all interested and affected parties in the project study area is an 

important  component  of  the  I‐81  Viaduct  Project  and  its  environmental  review  process; 

accordingly, efforts will be made to reach the approximately 6 percent of study area residents 

who have  limited English proficiency, potentially  reducing  their ability  to become  involved  in 

the  project.  Individuals with  “limited  English  proficiency”  (LEP)  are  those who  do  not  speak 

English  as  their  primary  language,  and  who  have  limited  ability  to  read,  speak,  write,  or 

understand  English.  NYSDOT  is  committed  to  making  its  services,  programs,  and  activities 

available,  regardless of  language barriers,  and has prepared  this memo  to  address  language 

access needs for the project.   

2 REGULATORY CONTEXT 

As  a  recipient of  federal  funds, NYSDOT  is  required by  law  to  assess  the  language needs of 

eligible service populations and to provide language assistance services that ensure meaningful 

access to transportation services, programs, and activities for LEP persons. The language access 

obligations of federal agencies and their recipients are defined by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964 and Executive Order 13166:   

 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d et seq., and its implementing 
regulations, state that no individual shall be subjected to discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, or national origin. 

 Executive Order 13166, titled “Improving Access to Services for Individuals with Limited 
English Proficiency,” (65 FR 50121, August 16, 2000)  is intended to address the potential 
for “discrimination on the basis of national origin” that may occur if language assistance 
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is not provided for individuals seeking services or benefits who are unable to speak, read, 
write, or understand English. The executive order directs Federal agencies to examine the 
services they provide, identify any need for services to those with limited English 
proficiency, and develop and implement a system to provide meaningful access to 
services and benefits for LEP persons.  

The primary  federal guidance document  for  implementing Executive Order 13166  is  the U.S. 

Department of Justice (DOJ) Policy Guidance Document, titled “Enforcement of Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964—National Origin Discrimination Against Persons With Limited English 

Proficiency”  (65  FR  50123,  August  16,  2000).  This  policy  guidance  sets  forth  compliance 

standards  for  providing  meaningful  access  to  LEP  persons  in  a  cost‐effective  manner  and 

establishes four factors to be considered when deciding what reasonable steps should be taken 

to ensure such access, including (1) the number of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to 

be  encountered,  (2)  the  frequency  of  contact  with  these  LEP  persons,  (3)  the  nature  and 

importance of the programs or services provided, and (4) the resources available and costs to 

provide language assistance services. 

Building on the DOJ Policy Guidance, the U.S. Department of Transportation has developed  its 

own Policy Guidance Document, titled “Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities 

to  Limited  English  Proficient  (LEP)  Persons,”  (70  FR  74087,  December  14,  2005),  further 

clarifying the responsibilities of its own agencies in addressing the needs of the LEP populations 

they  serve.  FHWA  subsequently prepared  a  Limited  English Proficiency Handbook  to provide 

state transportation agencies guidance on applying the  four‐factor analysis and meeting their 

LEP obligations. 

NYSDOT  is also subject to New York State Executive Order No. 26, titled “Statewide Language 

Access  Policy”  (October  6,  2011), which  requires  that  state  agencies  providing  direct  public 

services  translate  “vital  documents”—documents  that  contain  information  that  is  critical  for 

obtaining government services and/or those that are otherwise required by  law—into “the six 

most common non‐English  languages spoken by  individuals with  limited English proficiency  in 

the State of New York” and provide  interpretation services to LEP  individuals  in their primary 

languages in the course of providing services or benefits to such individuals. Agencies must also 

develop  a  language  access  plan  that  identifies  “when  and  by  what means  the  agency  will 

provide or is already providing language assistance services.” 

3 RELATED PLANS AND STUDIES 
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3-1 NYSDOT LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY PLAN 

The NYSDOT prepared the Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan to assist the Department and 

its sub recipients with providing meaningful access to  its services, programs, and activities for 

LEP  individuals.  The  Plan  outlines  NYSDOT’s  approach  for  applying  the  four‐factor  analysis, 

including methods  for  first  defining  a  service  area,  then  identifying  notable  LEP  populations 

within that service area using multiple sources of data. The Plan also  identifies best practices 

for providing LEP access opportunities and  language assistance as part of public  involvement 

and community outreach efforts. 

The  statewide  LEP Plan  requires  that a project‐specific  LEP plan be developed as part of  the 

project’s public  involvement program. The purpose of  this plan  is  to  (1)  identify  the  specific 

language groups with  limited English proficiency within  the project study area,  (2) determine 

where  these  communities  are  located,  and  (3)  evaluate  cost‐effective  strategies  for 

communicating and engaging with  these members of  the public. Plans  should document  the 

four‐factor  analysis  conducted  to  identify  LEP  needs  for  the  project  and  should  identify  the 

proposed  language  assistance  strategies determined  to be  reasonable  for  the project. Other 

specific elements include: 

 The geographic boundaries of the study area and those areas with large numbers of  LEP 
persons, 

 The specific languages of concern for those populations targeted for assistance, 

 The community partners involved in outreach, and 

 The ethnic media used for advertising purposes. 

3-2 THE I-81 CHALLENGE STUDY 

Planning  for  the  I‐81 corridor was  initiated  in 2008 with The  I‐81 Challenge planning study, a 

comprehensive  effort  to  engage  the  Syracuse  community  in  identifying,  developing,  and 

evaluating the options for the I‐81 corridor. As part of the extensive public involvement efforts 

for The  I‐81 Challenge, the Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) developed a 

Limited English Proficiency Plan  for  the  study, which was approved by NYSDOT  in December 

2010.  The plan  identified  those  areas with  large numbers of  LEP persons  and  the  languages 

likely  to  be  encountered  within  the  Syracuse  community  and  proposed  an  approach  for 

providing  language  assistance during  the project. The  specific  language  assistance provisions 

and the degree of use for these resources were subsequently documented in two white papers 

addressing public outreach efforts for the study. 
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The  four‐factor  analysis  documented  in  the  LEP  Plan  for  The  I‐81  Challenge  assessed  LEP 

populations within Onondaga  County  as  a whole  and  in Census  tracts within ½ mile  of  I‐81 

between  the  I‐481  interchanges.  Several  different  communities  for  which  limited  English 

proficiency  is a  concern were  identified,  including  concentrations around Syracuse University 

and on  the north, east, and west  sides of  the  city. The most  common  languages of  concern 

were Spanish, Vietnamese, and Chinese. Other  languages referenced  in multiple data sources 

or by community organizations were Italian, Somali, Burmese, Bhutanese/Nepalese, and Arabic.  

To address the needs of the  identified LEP populations, public outreach for The I‐81 Challenge 

included several strategies to help LEP persons be aware of their options for engaging with the 

project and project staff. According to White Paper #3 (SMTC, 2013), SMTC maintained a voice 

mailbox with  a basic  greeting  in  English,  Spanish,  and Vietnamese  throughout  the  study, on 

which requests for information or language assistance could be left. Only one call was received 

on this line during the study, and the single caller did not leave a message. 

For  the May 2012 and May 2013 public meetings,  flyers advertising  the meetings  included a 

note printed  in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese about the availability of  language assistance. 

In addition, numerous flyers were provided to the Spanish Action League prior to each meeting. 

Spanish  interpreters were available at  the meetings, and a  language  line was established  for 

both meetings  to  provide  instant  interpretation  between NYSDOT  staff  and  any  non‐English 

speaking attendees; however, no attendees used these interpretation services. 

4 FOUR-FACTOR ANALYSIS 

As described  in Sections 2 and 3,  the  fundamental element  in assessing  the  language access 

needs for an agency or a project is an analysis that balances the four factors originally identified 

in the USDOJ policy guidance: 

1. The number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be 
encountered by a program, activity, or service; 

2. The frequency with which LEP individuals come in contact with the program; 
3. The nature and importance of the program, activity, or service provided to people’s lives; 

and 
4. The resources available and costs.  
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This “four‐factor analysis” enables agencies or project sponsors to identify reasonable steps for 

providing  meaningful  access  to  their  services,  programs,  or  activities  without  imposing  an 

undue burden on the agency or sponsor. 

4-1 FACTOR 1:  NUMBER OF LEP PERSONS IN STUDY AREA 

The  first  step  in  providing  meaningful  language  access  for  the  I‐81  Viaduct  Project  is  to 

determine the  languages spoken  in the project area and to  identify concentrations of persons 

with limited English proficiency. Information on languages spoken can be gleaned from multiple 

sources,  including  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau,  other  state  and  local  agencies,  and  community‐

based organizations. In general, per the NYSDOT LEP Plan, language services should be provided 

if the number of LEP persons for an eligible language group constitutes 1,000 people or at least 

5 percent of people in the service or project area, whichever is less (NYSDOT, 2011, p. 18). 

As  described  in  Section  3.2,  a  four‐factor  analysis  was  previously  completed  for  The  I‐81 

Challenge  in  2010. Many  of  the  data  sources  consulted  for  that  analysis  were  updated  in 

subsequent years and were, therefore, revisited to update the analysis for the current stage of 

project development. 

For the current analysis, the project study area will be defined as those areas within the City of 

Syracuse and the I‐81/I‐481 loop, as well as those areas outside the loop that are within ¼ mile 

of I‐81 and I‐481 (see Figure 1). This area generally corresponds with the study area to be used 

for  the project’s environmental  justice analysis, as  recommended  in  the NYSDOT LEP Plan  (p. 

19). For Census‐based data, the study area will encompass all Census tracts within or partially 

within these boundaries. For non‐Census sources, the geographies may encompass larger areas, 

such as the Onondaga County boundaries or area school district boundaries. 

4‐1‐1 Census Bureau Data 

The U.S.  Census  Bureau  publishes  information  on  languages  spoken  at  home  as  part  of  the 

Decennial Census  file and as part of  the American Community Survey  (ACS). The ACS uses a 

smaller  sample  size  than  the  Decennial  Census,  resulting  in  larger margins  of  error  in  the 

reported data; however, the ACS collects survey samples every year, rather than once every ten 

years, and therefore provides a more current “snapshot” of the nation’s demographics. As such, 

the NYSDOT LEP Plan recommends using ACS data for LEP analyses (NYSDOT, 2011, p. 20). 

The LEP analyses contained herein is based on the ACS 5‐year estimates for the period 2008 to 

2012.  ACS  Table  B16001—“Language  Spoken  at  Home  by  Ability  to  Speak  English  for  the 
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Population  5  Years  and  Over”—presents  data  on  language  proficiency  for  39  individual 

languages  and  language  groups.  These  languages  can be  further  aggregated  into  four broad 

language  categories:  Spanish,  Other  Indo  European  Languages,  Asian  and  Pacific  Island 

Languages, and All Other Languages. In addition to the primary language spoken at home, ACS 

respondents were asked whether  they could  speak English “very well,” “well,” “not well,” or 

“not at all.” All persons who indicated they speak English less than “very well” are considered to 

have limited English proficiency. 

Table 1 summarizes  the  language proficiency data  for  the project study area. This study area 

comprises  74  Census  tracts,  55  of which make  up  the  City  of  Syracuse  and  19  of which  lie 

outside the city boundaries in Onondaga County. The language proficiency data for the city and 

county are shown for comparison purposes. 

Table 1:  English Proficiency for Population 5 Years and Over 

  Project

Study Area 

City of 

Syracuse 

Onondaga 

County 

Total Population  194,239  134,596  438,951 

Population by Language Spoken at Home       

Speak Only English   166,272  111,929  394,725 

Bilingual:  Speak Other Language and English “Very Well”  16,789  13,212  27,847 

LEP:  Speak English Less than “Very Well”  11,178  9,455  16,379 

Percent LEP Persons  6%  7%  4% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2008‐2012 American Community Survey 

Overall, approximately 6 percent of persons residing in the project study area are considered to 

have  limited English proficiency. When disaggregated  into the four broad  language categories, 

these LEP persons are somewhat evenly distributed across  the Spanish, Other  Indo‐European 

Languages, and Asian and Pacific Island Languages groups (see Table 2). Note that the number 

of  LEP persons, when broken down  into  these broad  categories, does not  constitute  a  large 

percentage of the total study area population:   

 Spanish:  3,485 persons, 2 percent of study area population; 

 Other Indo-European Languages:  3,253 persons, 2 percent; 

 Asian and Pacific Island Languages:  3,073 persons, 2 percent; and, 

 All Other Languages:  1,367 persons, 1 percent. 
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Table 2:  LEP Persons by Primary Language Spoken 

 

Project Study Area  City of Syracuse  Onondaga County 

LEP 

Speakers 

% of LEP 

Population 

LEP 

Speakers 

% of LEP 

Population 

LEP 

Speakers 

% of LEP 

Population 

Total LEP Population  11,178  100%  9,455  100%  16,379  100% 

Language Groups             

Spanish  3,485  31%  3,202  34%  4,466  27% 

Other Indo‐European 

Languages 
3,253  29%  2,261  24%  6,157  38% 

Asian and Pacific Island 

Languages 
3,073  27%  2,717  29%  4,057  25% 

All Other Languages  1,367  12%  1,275  13%  1,699  10% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2008‐2012 American Community Survey 

When  further broken down  into  the 39  languages and  language groups  reported by  the ACS, 

the number of LEP  individuals speaking specific  languages  (other  than Spanish) who could be 

targeted  for outreach  is generally much  smaller. For example, even  though  the  “Other  Indo‐

European Languages” category collectively covers more than 3,000 people and makes up nearly 

a  third of  the study area LEP population,  the category covers so many unique  languages and 

language  groups  (20  total)  that  speakers  of  specific  languages  (e.g.,  Russian,  Italian, Greek, 

Hindi, etc.) don’t account for very many LEP persons within the study area. Table 3 shows the 

most common languages or language groups with limited English proficiency for the study area. 

Figure 2 shows the overall distribution of LEP persons  in the study area. Of the 74 tracts that 

make up the study area, none has a total LEP population that exceeds 1,000 persons; however, 

34 tracts have an LEP population that  is at  least 5 percent of that tract’s total population. Of 

these 34 tracts, 31 are within the City of Syracuse and 3 are outside the city boundaries. Table 4 

presents the most common  languages spoken by LEP populations on a tract‐by‐tract basis for 

the 34 Census tracts that meet the 5 percent threshold (i.e., LEP persons make up 5 percent or 

more of the tract’s total population). 
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Table 3:  Most Common Language Groups for LEP Persons in Project Area 

 
LEP Speakers 

% of 

LEP Population 

Total Project Area  11,178  100% 

Spanish  3,485  31% 

Chinese  1,213  11% 

African languages  842  8% 

Other Indic languages1  733  7% 

Vietnamese  676  6% 

Other Asian languages2  611  6% 

Serbo‐Croatian  573  5% 

Arabic  431  4% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2008‐2012 American Community Survey 

1:  Other Indic languages cover those other than Hindi, Urdu, and Gujarati. 

2:  Other Asian languages cover those other than Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Mon‐

Khmer/Cambodian, Hmong, Thai, Laotian, and Vietnamese. 

 

Table 4:  Analysis of LEP Populations for Tracts Exceeding 5 Percent Threshold 

Tract  LEP Pop. 

% LEP in 

Tract  Neighborhoods (approximate)  Most Common Languages 

NORTHSIDE 

1  126  27%  Lakefront  Vietnamese 

3  119  8%  Court‐Woodlawn  Chinese, Spanish 

6  586  17%  Washington Square  Other Asian, Spanish, Arabic 

5.01  240  14%  Washington Square, Northside  Chinese, Thai, Other Asian 

7  335  22%  Northside  Vietnamese 

8  150  7%  Northside  African languages 

14  646  24%  Northside 
Other Indic, African languages, Other 

Asian, Vietnamese, Laotian 

15  754  29%  Northside 
Other Indic, African languages, 

Vietnamese, Other Asian 

23  196  12%  Prospect Hill 
Vietnamese, Mon‐Khmer, Other Indic, 

Italian 
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Table 4:  Analysis of LEP Populations for Tracts Exceeding 5 Percent Threshold 

Tract  LEP Pop. 

% LEP in 

Tract  Neighborhoods (approximate)  Most Common Languages 

NORTHSIDE (continued) 

24  310  16%  Hawley‐Green  Spanish, Other Indic 

17.01  188  9%  Lincoln Hill  Spanish 

9  149  5%  Sedgwick  Greek, French Creole 

10  233  7%  Eastwood  Spanish, Serbo‐Croatian 

18  133  5%  Eastwood  French, Serbo‐Croatian 

144  270  13%  Airport  Serbo‐Croatian 

EASTSIDE 

34  87  6%  University Hill, Near Eastside  Spanish, Chinese, French Creole 

36.01  124  5%  Salt Springs  Spanish, Chinese 

55  513  14%  Outer Comstock  Chinese, Serbo‐Croatian 

56.01  111  8%  University Neighborhood  African languages, Chinese 

146  385  8%  East Syracuse  Russian, Vietnamese 

61.02  234  12%  SW of South I‐81/I‐481 Interchange  Chinese, Japanese, Korean 

161  167  8%  SW of South I‐81/I‐481 Interchange 
Spanish, Italian, Korean, Arabic, Other 

Indic 

SOUTHSIDE 

32  100  5%  Downtown  Persian 

21.01  218  8%  Park Ave  Spanish, Arabic 

29.01  314  11%  Tipp Hill  Spanish, Chinese 

30  230  16%  Near Westside  Spanish 

39  406  12%  Near Westside  Spanish 

40  151  9%  Near Westside  Spanish 

38  390  16%  Skunk City  Spanish 

42  289  15%  Southside  Spanish, African languages 

53  179  11%  Southside  African languages 

51  98  5%  Elmwood  Spanish 

54  236  8%  Brighton  Spanish, Urdu 

58  111  5%  Brighton  Spanish 

Source:  Population and language data ‐ U.S. Census Bureau, 2008‐2012 American Community Survey 
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Table  4  demonstrates  that  LEP  persons  speaking  specific  languages  or  languages  within 

particular groups are generally concentrated in specific portions of the study area: 

 Spanish speakers are concentrated in neighborhoods west of I-81 and south of I-690; 

 Chinese speakers are concentrated near Syracuse University, east of I-81 and south of I-
690, with small concentrations north of I-690 in the Court-Woodlawn and Washington 
Square neighborhoods; 

 Those who speak African languages are concentrated in the Southside and Northside 
neighborhoods; 

 Other Indic language speakers are concentrated north of I-690 in the Northside, 
Prospect Hill, and Hawley-Green neighborhoods; 

 Vietnamese speakers are concentrated in the Lakefront, Northside, and Prospect Hill 
neighborhoods; and, 

 Serbo-Croatian speakers are concentrated on the northeast side, in the Eastwood 
neighborhood and other areas near the airport. 

4‐1‐2 Other Data Sources 

The NYS Education Department  (NYSED) provides data on  the English proficiency of  students 

enrolled in the public schools on its Public Data Access Site. Only the number of students with 

limited English proficiency  is reported, not the primary  language spoken  in the home. Table 5 

summarizes  the  number  of  students  considered  to  be  limited  English  proficient  for  the  six 

school districts overlapping the project study area (see Figure 3). 

Table 5:  Limited English Proficient Students by School District 

School District 

2012‐2013 

Enrollment  LEP Students 

Syracuse City School District  19,763  2,678  14% 

North Syracuse Central School District  9,101  48  1% 

Lyncourt Union Free School District  307  11  4% 

Liverpool Central School District  7,271  ‐‐1  ‐‐ 

Jamesville‐DeWitt Central School District  2,870  39  1% 

East Syracuse‐Minoa Central School District  3,257  57  2% 

Source:  NYSED, Public Data Access Site, 2012‐2013 Student Enrollment Data 

1:  When the counts of students with limited English proficiency is fewer than 5 students, the data is suppressed 

to prevent reporting personally identifiable information. 
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Consistent with  the  Census  data,  the  largest  concentration  of  LEP  students  in  is  the  City  of 

Syracuse, with relatively fewer LEP students in the outlying areas.    

Refugee  data  available  through  NYS  Office  of  Temporary  and  Disability  Assistance  (OTDA) 

Bureau  of  Refugee  and  Immigrant  Affairs  (BRIA)  continue  to  show  that  large  numbers  of 

refugees are being resettled in Onondaga County. Between October 1, 2012 and September 30, 

2013, 854 of  the 3,710  refugees  resettled  in Upstate New York arrived  in Onondaga County, 

making  it the second most popular arrival county  in the state. On a statewide basis, the most 

common  countries  from which  refugees have  resettled  are Burma  (Myanmar), Bhutan,  Iraq, 

and Somalia. (NYS OTDA, 2013, p. 1‐2) These data are also consistent with the Census data for 

the  study  area, which  showed  a  prevalence  of  LEP  persons  speaking  “Other  Indic,”  “Other 

Asian,” and African languages. County‐specific data were requested from BRIA, but the WRAPS 

(Worldwide  Refugee  Admissions  Processing  System)  data  provided  only  showed  the  total 

number of arrivals per  county and did not provide a breakdown of  the  country of origin  for 

arrivals in Onondaga County. 

4‐1‐3 Community‐Based Organizations 

Community‐based  organizations  (CBOs)  that  represent  or  serve  persons with  limited  English 

proficiency will be a key resource for the project team in targeting public outreach activities to 

study area LEP communities. To prepare the LEP Plan for The I‐81 Challenge, SMTC coordinated 

with  the  following  organizations  to  help  identify  critical  language  groups  and  potentially 

effective outreach strategies: 

 City of Syracuse Department of Neighborhood and Business Development; 

 Interfaith Works/The Center for New Americans (refugee assistance); 

 Catholic Charities (refugee assistance); 

 Syracuse City School District Refugee Assistance Office; 

 SUNY-Upstate University Hospital; and 

 Spanish Action League. 

The  most  prominent  language  groups  identified  previously  by  these  organizations  were 

Spanish,  Vietnamese,  Burmese,  Nepalese/Bhutanese,  Somali,  Arabic,  and  Bosnian  (Serbo‐

Croatian), which is consistent with the current Census data and BRIA refugee data. 

As  part  of  the  I‐81  Viaduct  Project,  additional  coordination  with  these  organizations  will 

continue in order to maintain and update LEP information.  
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 Catholic Charities indicated that the most prominent languages for the LEP communities 
they support include Somali, Arabic, Burmese, Karen, Vietnamese, Swahili, 
Bhutanese/Nepali, and French (spoken by refugees from the Central African Republic). 

 The Spanish Action League stated that in addition to the Spanish-speaking communities 
found on the Southside and Westside, there is a growing Cuban presence in Eastwood 
and on the Northside. 

 The Syracuse City School District Refugee Assistance Program said that the predominant 
languages they encounter are Nepali, Burmese (versions of Karen, Kareni), and Arabic.  
They also serve a mixed population on the Westside, including Sudanese (Arabic) and 
Puerto Rican (Spanish) communities. 

 SUNY Upstate Hospital indicated they have encountered more than 100 different 
languages in providing outpatient and inpatient services. 

 Interfaith Works indicated they predominantly serve the refugee community on the 
Northside and suggested that a future World Refugee Day would be a great forum for 
outreach. 

 At time of this writing, staff has also reached out to the Westside Learning Center, the 
Chinese Students and Scholars Association at Syracuse University, and the Center for 
International Services at Syracuse University, and as a result an informational session was 
planned for the ESL class at the Westside Learning Center to explain the project to 
attendees. 

Anecdotal reports suggest that the Chinese‐speaking LEP community in the study area may not 

be  in need of extensive outreach and accommodation due to  its transient nature. The  largest 

concentrations of Chinese speakers are located on the Eastside and consist of graduate or post‐

doctoral  students at Syracuse University and  their  families. They are generally not  long‐term 

residents  that  would  be  affected  by  the  project;  therefore,  despite  the  large  numbers  of 

Chinese speakers within the study area LEP population, providing meaningful access to project 

information  and  opportunities  to  participate would  not  necessarily  be  as  essential  for  this 

community as it would be for long‐term LEP residents (such as the refugee communities being 

resettled on the Northside).  

Per the direction of the Regional Title VI coordinator, project staff members conducted further 

research  to  attempt  to  substantiate  the  transient  nature  of  the  Chinese‐speaking  LEP 

population  on  the  Eastside.  Staff  spoke  with  a  realtor  (recommended  by  the  Title  VI 

coordinator)  for  the  Eastside,  who  indicated  that  the  Chinese  population  on  the  Eastside 

predominantly consists of professors, professionals, graduate students, and renters. Staff also 



 

 

14 

 

 

 

reviewed additional Census data on age, student enrollment, employment status, and industry 

in which employed to identify any potential correlation between LEP status and occupation on 

the Eastside (see Attachment 1). While this  information  indicates there are a  large number of 

students and persons employed  in the educational services  industry on the Eastside, the data 

doesn’t suggest  that  the Eastside LEP community consists  largely of students with short‐term 

interests.  Staff  will  continue  to  reach  out  to  local  groups  that  may  be  able  to  provide 

information on the nature of the Chinese‐speaking LEP population in this area. 

4‐1‐4 Conclusions 

Based on  the data outlined  in  the previous sections,  the most common non‐English  language 

groups  with  limited  English  proficiency  in  the  I‐81  Viaduct  Project  study  area  are  Spanish, 

Chinese, Somali, Vietnamese, Serbo‐Croatian, Arabic, and Other Indic and Asian languages, such 

as  Nepali,  Burmese,  and  others  spoken  in  Bhutan.  Of  these  common  languages,  the  one 

expected to be most regularly encountered in the project study area is Spanish. 

As  noted  above,  despite  the  large  number  of  Chinese  speakers  in  the  LEP  population,  this 

community is not expected to be regularly encountered during the course of this project due to 

the relatively transient nature of the University‐associated population. 

4-2 FACTOR 2:  FREQUENCY OF CONTACT 

Contact with study area LEP populations would be expected throughout the duration of the I‐81 

Viaduct  Project.  Project  information will  continually  be  available  to  the  public  through  the 

project website, the project information hotline, and the Project Outreach Center (described in 

Section 5‐2). Additional outreach activities  to  inform and  solicit  input  from  the public will be 

ongoing throughout the EIS process,  including small group meetings,  larger public  information 

meetings,  and  formal  public meetings  at  key  project milestones. Outreach may  also  include 

“intercept  events,”  consisting  of  staffed  displays  at  the  New  York  State  Fair  and  other 

community  events.  LEP  populations  would  likely  be  encountered  through  all  these  public 

outreach activities, particularly at any small group meetings targeting areas with concentrations 

of specific LEP groups.   

4-3 FACTOR 3:  IMPORTANCE OF PROGRAM OR ACTIVITIES 

Modifications  to  I‐81  and  its  surrounding  highways  and  roads  may  have  environmental, 

transportation,  social,  and  economic  consequences  for  the  entire  City  of  Syracuse  and  the 

larger metropolitan region. Communities closest to the proposed modifications, including many 
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with  identified LEP populations, would be the most susceptible to physical and environmental 

impacts; therefore, it will be important to ensure these communities have meaningful access to 

information  on  the  I‐81  Viaduct  Project  and  its  anticipated  impacts,  as  well  as  timely 

opportunities  to ask questions, express  concerns, and provide  comments on  the alternatives 

under  consideration.  Denial  or  delay  of  access  to  project  information  and  comment 

opportunities would not have  serious or  life‐threatening  implications, but  given  that project 

impacts could present quality‐of‐life concerns for LEP populations, reasonable steps to provide 

language access services throughout the I‐81 Viaduct Project will be taken.  

4-4 FACTOR 4:  RESOURCES AND COSTS 

Policy  guidance  on  language  access  obligations  sets  forth  flexible  standards  that  recognize 

agencies  and  project  sponsors  don’t  have  unlimited  resources  for  providing  language 

assistance. Taking “reasonable steps” to provide meaningful access means balancing an area’s 

needs  with  the  resources  available  and  targeting  language  access  services  to  those  LEP 

individuals expected to be most regularly encountered.   

For the I‐81 Viaduct Project, NYSDOT has allocated funds for dedicated LEP outreach as part of 

the project scope. In addition, the local Title VI coordinator for the NYSDOT Regional Office has 

been  assigned  to  oversee  Title  VI  activities  and  reporting  requirements  for  the  project. 

Anticipated  language assistance services  include  (1) oral  interpretation  for public  information 

meetings and hearings, for targeted small group meetings, and for the Project Outreach Center; 

and  (2) written  translations  for meeting  notices  and  advertisements.  Interpreters may  also 

translate oral comments from LEP persons into written English for the public comment record. 

Oral  interpretation  could  include  in‐person  language  interpreters  and  access  to  a  “language 

line” service, which provides on‐demand interpretation via the phone (e.g., LinguaLinx).   

5 PROPOSED APPROACH TO ENSURE ACCESS 

As  shown  in  Section  4,  6  percent  of  the  population  in  the  I‐81  Viaduct  Project  study  area 

consists of persons with limited English proficiency. To ensure meaningful access for these non‐

English speakers to project‐related information and opportunities to provide input, NYSDOT will 

offer language assistance services and deploy a targeted outreach approach. The Department’s 

approach will  focus  on  interpretation  and  translation  services  to  Spanish, which  is  the  non‐

English language expected to be most commonly encountered in the study area. Resources will 

also  be  available  to  provide  language  assistance,  on  request,  for  persons  speaking  less 



 

 

16 

 

 

 

commonly encountered languages. Notices will be provided on project flyers, newsletters, and 

documents directing non‐English speakers to contact the project team if language assistance is 

required. 

5-1 NOTIFICATION OF RIGHTS 

NYSDOT  currently  notifies  its  LEP  customers  of  their  language  access  rights  via  posters 

throughout the Regional Office. For the project, NYSDOT will  inform LEP persons of their right 

to  access  language  services  at  no  cost  via  notices  inserted  into  the  text  of  project  flyers, 

newsletters, and advertisements. Notices will be provided  in Spanish, the most common non‐

English  language spoken by LEP  individuals  in the project study area. At the Project Outreach 

Center and at outreach events, the New York State Language  Identification Tool—a  letter‐size 

page that  includes translated notices  in 34  languages—will be used to notify LEP persons that 

interpretation services are available and to invite them to request these services, if needed.   

5-2 OUTREACH EFFORTS 

The overall public outreach effort  for  the project will  include numerous opportunities  for  the 

public to attend informational meetings and formal meetings such as the scoping meetings and 

public  hearing. Meetings will  be  advertised  through  flyers,  e‐flyers  distributed  via  the  area 

school  districts’  email  systems,  posted  notices,  and  the  news  media,  including  translated 

advertisements  to  be  published  in  CNY  Latino,  the  local‐Spanish  language  newspaper. 

Translated  flyers will  be  distributed  through  partnerships with  the  CBOs  that  serve  the  LEP 

community  (see  below),  and  have  been  and will  continue  to  be  distributed  to  or  posted  in 

communal locations within LEP neighborhoods, such as groceries and other retail stores, places 

of worship, and community centers. Language assistance for these large public meetings will be 

provided  via  on‐site  interpreters  in  Spanish,  and  meeting  flyers  will  note  that  additional 

interpretation services will be available upon request. 

During planning for The  I‐81 Challenge, the  local CBOs suggested that coming to  local centers 

where LEP populations congregate to directly engage with the LEP communities on a  face‐to‐

face basis would be the most effective means of encouraging participation (SMTC, 2011, p. 8). 

Accordingly,  the  project  team  plans  to  hold  targeted,  smaller  group meetings  in  areas  that 

include  LEP populations.  Interpreters  in key  languages of  concern  for  the  targeted areas will 

attend  and  help  facilitate meetings.  Staff  also  plans  to  take  project  information  to  several 

“intercept  events,”  which  may  include  local  festivals  geared  towards  particular  LEP 
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communities. To best target these outreach efforts, project staff has and will continue to reach 

out to the following CBOs:   

 English Language Institute of Syracuse University:  This intensive ESL (English as a second 
language) service provider caters to both a general audience and specifically to students 
of Syracuse University. Their connection to the University population is anticipated to 
assist with any outreach to the Chinese language-speaking community, if needed. 

 Catholic Charities of Onondaga County:  Catholic Charities provides English language 
translation services as part of their refugee resettlement programming. Their services 
target a range of age groups, from youth to the elderly. Project staff has contacted the 
organization to coordinate a project meeting with one of the group’s citizenship classes 
to reach out to the African, Indic, and Asian language-speaking refugee communities on 
the Northside, as well as the Vietnamese community. 

 Syracuse Central School District:  The SCSD provides ESL classes to assist students and 
their families.  

 Spanish Action League of CNY:  The Spanish Action League provides interpretation and 
translation services to the Spanish-speaking community within Onondaga County. Their 
programming also features Spanish language media, including the Sabor Latino radio 
show on 620 AM Syracuse (and online). The Spanish Action League’s programs and 
services reach many participants throughout greater Syracuse. Project staff has been in 
contact with the League and has been working with them on community outreach.   

The  project  website,  project  hotline,  and  Project  Outreach  Center  provide  additional 

opportunities  to  provide  meaningful  access  to  project  information  for  study  area  LEP 

populations.   

 Project Website:  www.i81opportunities.org. At present, the project website includes links 
to NYSDOT’s notification of language access rights in the six most common languages 
spoken by LEP individuals in New York State (Spanish, Chinese, Russian, Italian, Korean, 
and Haitian Creole). 

 Project Hotline:  1-855-I81-TALK (1-855-481-8255). Language assistance notices in 
printed materials currently direct those needing assistance to the project hotline. At 
present, the hotline is staffed during business hours and forwards to a voice mailbox 
during non-business hours. Staff who answer the hotline only speak English, but can get 
interpretation assistance for callers who request it via the Language Line. The recorded 
greeting on the voice mailbox is currently in English, and callers can leave a message 
with questions, comments, or requests for language assistance.  
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 Project Outreach Center:  The I-81 Viaduct Project Outreach Center is located in the 
historic Carnegie Building at 335 Montgomery Street in Syracuse and is open Tuesdays, 
Wednesdays, and Thursdays from 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. The center is staffed by two 
members of the project team and has access to a computer. The center uses the New 
York State Language Identification Tool and “Language Line” to assist visitors with 
requests for language assistance.  

As part of  the notification process  for  the project, NYSDOT will maintain a contact  list of LEP 

individuals and related organizations for use in project communications. 

5-3 LANGUAGE ASSISTANCE SERVICES 

The  two  primary  ways  to  provide  language  assistance  services  are  oral  interpretation  and 

written translation. Per the NYSDOT LEP Plan, oral  interpretation services can range  from on‐

site  interpreters  to  on‐demand  telephonic  interpretation  services,  and  written  translation 

services  can  range  from  translating  an  entire  document  to  just  a  short  description  of  the 

document (NYSDOT, 2011, p. 32). In‐language communications between an LEP individual and a 

bilingual  staff person  are  generally not  considered  interpretive, but  are  a  valuable means of 

providing meaningful access for LEP individuals.  

5‐3‐1 Interpretation 

Interpretation services will be provided  for LEP populations  for  free and upon  the  request of 

LEP individuals. Services will be provided at major project events (e.g., public hearings) via on‐

site  interpreters  and  an  on‐demand  telephonic  interpretation  service  provided  through  a 

qualified  private  contractor.  On‐site  interpreters  will  be  provided  for  Spanish  speakers. 

Interpreters  for  other  languages will  be  provided  on‐site,  upon  request  and  as  available,  if 

requested at least five business days prior to the meeting. For other interpretation needs, LEP 

individuals  requiring  services will be directed  to use  the NYS  Language  Identification Tool  to 

identify their language needs, and will then be connected to an interpreter by project staff over 

the phone (Language Line). Once connected to the appropriate  interpreter, the LEP  individual 

and  project  staff member may  communicate with  one  another  using  the  interpreter  as  an 

intermediary.  

Interpretation services will also be provided during the targeted meetings planned in areas with 

LEP communities. The specific language needs of the targeted area will be assessed prior to the 

meeting,  in  coordination with  the NYSDOT Regional Title VI  coordinator, who will determine 

whether interpreters for key languages should attend the meeting. Meetings on the Southside 
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and Westside  are most  likely  to  require  Spanish  interpreters. Meetings held on  the Eastside 

could require Chinese interpreters. The Northside LEP communities have a more diverse range 

of  primary  languages  spoken,  and  a  variety  of  interpreters may  be  needed  for Vietnamese, 

African,  Indic,  and  Other  Asian  languages  depending  on  the  meeting  location  and  target 

audience. Meetings  coordinated  with  ESL  or  citizenship  classes  may  be  most  beneficial  in 

reaching  this more  diverse  group  of  non‐English  speakers,  as  project  information  could  be 

communicated in a setting where the ESL instructor should be able to manage a broader range 

of interpretation needs. 

Only qualified  interpreters with demonstrated  competency  in  conveying  information  in both 

languages, accurately and completely, will be used to provide interpretation services. For the I‐

81 Viaduct Project, interpreters will have knowledge  in both  languages of specialized terms or 

concepts  for  a major  transportation  project.  Volunteers,  friends,  or  family members whose 

competence has not been assessed should not be  relied upon  to  interpret, nor should minor 

children (under 18).   

5‐3‐2 Translation 

Written  translation  services will  focus  on  Spanish,  the  language  other  than  English  regularly 

encountered  in  the  study  area.  Spanish  versions  of  project  flyers,  meeting  notices,  and 

advertisements may be prepared; the need for these translations will be determined on a case‐

by‐case basis by  the Title VI coordinator. Certain  flyers, meeting notices, and advertisements 

may also be  translated  into other  languages, as needed and appropriate. Project documents 

produced in English will include translated notices in Spanish directing non‐English speakers to 

contact  the  project  team  if  translation  assistance  is  required.  Written  translations  of 

newsletters and project flyers can be prepared, on request and as available, for languages other 

than Spanish at no cost  to  the requestor.  In general, written  translations of project materials 

may not be necessary for many LEP communities, because literacy can be an issue in the native 

language  for  some  groups,  as  noted  by  the  local  CBOs  during  the  planning  for  The  I‐81 

Challenge (SMTC, 2011, p. 8). 

Vital documents are those that contain information that is critical for obtaining federal services 

and/or  those  that  are  otherwise  required  by  law.  Examples  of  vital  documents  include  the 

following: 

 Applications;  

 Consent & compliance forms;  
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 Notices of rights;  

 Advertisement notices of free language services;  

 Letter/notices that require response; and,  

 Publications (posters, meeting advertisements, etc.).  

Unless  otherwise  deemed  necessary  during  the  course  of  the  study,  translations  of 

environmental documents  (such as  the  scoping  report and Environmental  Impact Statement) 

will not be provided. If requested, and as appropriate, NYSDOT can employ services to provide 

oral interpretation of these documents, in lieu of a written translation.   

5-4 MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

NYSDOT  will monitor  the  effectiveness  of  LEP  outreach  throughout  the  course  of  the  I‐81 

Viaduct Project  to ensure  that  LEP  communities  are provided with meaningful  access  to  the 

project. Monitoring will  involve regular oversight of the outreach activities by project staff, as 

well  as  periodic modifications  to  this memo,  as  deemed  necessary,  to  ensure  that  planned 

activities and language assistance services remain relevant, adequate, and viable.   

Important  considerations  for  evaluating  the  ongoing  effectiveness  and  adequacy  of  the  LEP 

program may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Updated information on LEP populations in the service area, 

 Frequency of encounters with LEP language groups, 

 Changes in costs or the availability of resources, 

 Whether identified sources for assistance are still available and viable, and 

 Availability of new technologies for language assistance, new community partners, or 
additional resources. 
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Public Outreach Techniques Employed Prior to the November 13, 2013 Public Scoping 
Meeting 

 Newspaper advertisements for the Scoping Meeting were first published on October 23, 
2013, in the following media outlets: 

o Post-Standard 
o CNY Latino 
o Eagle News  
o Syracuse New Times 
o CNY Business Journal 
o The Stand 

 Press releases were distributed to all media contacts on September 25, 2013, and again on 
November 1, 2013 

 Web advertisements for the Scoping Meeting were first published on October 23, 2013 in 
the following media outlets: 

o Syracuse.com 
o CNYLatino.com 

 Mailings 
o Postcards providing meeting notification and scoping comment period were sent to 

approximately 2,400 addresses on the project mailing list, which included residents, 
as well as city and state agencies, cooperating and participating agencies, special 
interest and community groups, elected officials, business associations, and other 
stakeholders. 

 Distribution of flyers 
o Approximately 600 flyers were distributed throughout the City of Syracuse on 

October 30, 2013. Location of flyers included, but was not limited to: 
 Beauchamp Branch Library 
 Betts Branch Library 
 Brady Faith Center 
 Brighton Towers 
 Colonial Laundromat 
 Eagle Wings Academy 
 Green Hills Market 
 Mary Nelson Youth Center 
 South Side Innovation Center 
 Southside Community Center 
 Syracuse Model Neighborhood Facility 
 Wilson Park Community Center 
 Samaritan Center 
 Salvation Army Transitional Apartments 
 Syracuse Community Health Center 
 YMCA Residential Center 
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 PEACE, Inc. 
 Catholic Charities 
 Franciscan Church of the Assumption 
 Butternut Community Police Center 
 Interfaith Works Center for New Americans 
 Westside Family Resource Center 
 Huntington Family Center 
 St. Lucy’s Church 
 Hillside Children’s Center 
 Spanish Action League 

 Distribution of email notification  
o Email notification of the meeting was distributed to 2,349 email contacts from the 

project mailing list via DOT project email account on October 31, 2013. 
 Other notifications  

o Variable Message Sign notices were posted at nine locations along Interstates 81, 
690, and 481 from November 7 through November 13, 2013. 

o Approximately 150 placard advertisements were installed on Centro buses two weeks 
prior to the meeting 

 

Public Outreach Techniques Employed at the November 13, 2013 Public Scoping Meeting 

 Public open house was held from 3:00 PM to 8:00 PM 
 Presentation on the project was given at 4:00 PM and repeated at 6:00 PM 

o Slides included information on the lead agencies, purpose and need, project 
objectives, current conditions, options to be considered, design considerations, 
project development process, the scoping process, tentative schedule, environmental, 
social, and economic considerations, and agency and public involvement 

 35 display boards were provided explaining the project:  
o Welcome (explaining comment process and meeting logistics) 
o What is an Environmental Review? 
o What is Scoping? (explaining initial and future scoping meetings) 
o Project Area Map 
o I-81 Facts and Figures 
o I-81 Corridor Planning Study background information 
o Purpose and Need 
o Goals and Objectives 
o Overview of the I-81 Viaduct Project 
o Issues and Constraints 
o Key Considerations of the Development and Refinement of Alternatives 
o Process of Developing and Refining of Alternatives During Scoping 
o Above Grade / Reconstruction Alternative 
o Sample Profile for Above Grade / Reconstruction Alternative 
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o At Grade / Surface Alternative 
o Sample Profile for At Grade / Surface Alternative 
o Below Grade / Tunnel Alternative 
o Sample Profile for Below Grade / Tunnel Alternative 
o Below Grade / Depressed Highway Alternative 
o Sample Profile for Below Grade / Depressed Highway Alternative 
o Sample Profile—All Alternatives 
o Other Strategies Considered 
o Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Considerations 
o Urban Design Considerations 
o Sustainable Design Considerations 
o Alternatives Screening 
o What is an EIS? 
o Environmental Considerations (Topics to be Studied in the EIS) 
o Section 106 of the NHPA 
o Next Steps 
o Public Involvement / Agency Coordination 
o Document Viewing Sites (Project Repositories) 
o Public Participation—includes how to contact the project (project mailing address 

and email address) 
 Agency and consultant staff on hand to explain information on boards and speak to the 

public, answer questions, hear concerns. 
 A 12-page Scoping Initiation Packet was distributed at the Welcome table to help orient meeting 

participants to the project and to describe the project project’s purpose, need, goals, and 
objectives; the alternatives under consideration; the environmental review process; and 
opportunities for public involvement. 

 Stenographers transcribed oral comments given at the hearing portion of the meeting, as 
well as comments dictated privately  

 Comment forms were distributed 
 Spanish interpreter available 
 Sign language interpreter available 
 Sign-in sheet requesting names and contact information, used to supplement project mailing 

list 
 Media representative available to respond to press inquiries 
 Scoping comment period extended from November 13, 2013 to September 2, 2014. 
 Language Line service and “I speak” cards were provided for individuals in need of 

interpretation services.  The list of languages available for translation at the November 13, 
2013 Public Scoping Meeting is presented in Table A2-1. 
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Table A2-1
Languages Provided by Language Line at November 2013 Public Scoping Meeting

Acholi Flemish Kpelle Quichua 
Afar French Krahn Rade 
Afrikaans French Canadian Krio Rakhine 
Akan Fukienese Kunama Rohingya 
Akateko Fulani Kurmanji Romanian 
Albanian Fuzhou Laotian Rundi 
Amharic Ga Latvian Russian 
Anuak Gaddang Liberian Pidgin Rwanda 
Apache Gaelic-Irish English Samoan 
Arabic Gaelic-Scottish Lingala Sango 
Armenian Garre Lithuanian Seraiki 
Assyrian Gen Luba-Kasai Serbian 
Azerbaijani Georgian Luganda Shanghainese 
Bahasa German Luo Shona 
Bahdini Gheg Maay Sichuan Yi 
Bahnar Gokana Macedonian Sicilian 
Bajuni Greek Malay Sinhala 
Bambara Gujarati Malayalam Slovak 
Bantu Gulay Maltese Slovene 
Barese Gurani Mam Soga 
Basque Haitian Creole Mandarin Somali 
Bassa Hakka China Mandinka Soninke 
Belorussian Hakka Taiwan Maninka Sorani 
Bemba Hassaniyya Manobo Spanish 
Benaadir Hausa Marathi Sudanese Arabic 
Bengali Hebrew Marka Sunda 
Berber Hiligaynon Marshallese Susu 
Bosnian Hindi Mbay Swahili 
Bravanese Hindko Mien Swedish 
Bulgarian Hmong Mirpuri Sylhetti 
Burmese Hunanese Mixteco Tagalog 
Cantonese Hungarian Mizo Taiwanese 
Catalan Ibanag Mnong Tajik 
Cebuano Icelandic Mongolian Tamil 
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Table A2-1
Languages Provided by Language Line at November 2013 Public Scoping Meeting

Chaldean Igbo Moroccan Arabic Telugu 
Chamorro Ilocano Mortlockese Thai 
Chaochow Indonesian Napoletano Tibetan 
Chin Falam Inuktitut Navajo Tigre 
Chin Hakha Italian Nepali Tigrigna 
Chin Mara Jakartanese Ngambay Toishanese 
Chin Matu Jamaican Patois Nigerian Pidgin Tongan 
Chin Senthang Japanese Norwegian Tooro 
Chin Tedim Javanese Nuer Turkish 
Chipewyan Jingpho Nupe Turkmen 
Chuukese Jinyu Nyanja Tzotzil 
Cree Juba Arabic Nyoro Ukrainian 
Croatian Jula Ojibway Urdu 
Czech Kaba Oromo Uyghur 
Danish Kamba Palauan Uzbek 
Dari Kanjobal Pampangan Vietnamese 
Dewoin Kannada Papiamento Visayan 
Dinka Karen Pashto Welsh 
Duala Kashmiri Plautdietsch Wodaabe 
Dutch Kayah Pohnpeian Wolof 
Dzongkha Kazakh Polish Wuzhou 
Edo Kham Portuguese Yemeni Arabic 
English Khana Portuguese Brazilian Yiddish 

Estonian Khmer 
Portuguese Cape 
Verdean Yoruba 

Ewe K’iché Pugliese Yunnanese 
Farsi Kikuyu Pulaar Zapoteco 
Fijian Kimiiru Punjabi Zarma 
Fijian Hindi Koho Putian Zyphe 
Finnish Korean Quechua   

 

Public Outreach Techniques Employed Prior to the May 1, 2014 Project Update 
Presentation 

 Newspaper advertisements for the Project Update Presentation were first published on 
April 17, 2014, in the following media outlets: 
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o Post-Standard  
o CNY Latino 
o Eagle News  
o Syracuse New Times 
o CNY Business Journal 
o The Stand 

 Press releases were distributed to all media contacts on April 3, 2014 
 Web advertisements for the Project Update Presentation were first published on April 17, 

2014 in the following media outlets: 
o Syracuse.com 
o CNYLatino.com 

 Distribution of flyers 
o Approximately 750 flyers were distributed throughout the City of Syracuse on April 

17, 2014. Location of flyer postings/distribution included but was not limited to: 
 Catholic Charities 
 Franciscan Church of the Assumption 
 Butternut Community Police Center 
 Samaritan Center at St. Paul’s Episcopal Cathedral  
 Salvation Army Transitional Apartments and Parenting Center 
 Syracuse Community Health Center 
 Plymouth Congregational Church 
 YMCA Residential Center  
 Westside Family Resource Center 
 Huntington Family Center 
 St. Lucy’s Church 
 Hillside Children’s Center 
 Spanish Action League of Onondaga County 
 Westside Family Health Center  
 Atonement Ministries 
 Bethlehem Temple Church 
 Betts Branch Library 
 Brighton Bakery 
 Colonial Laundromat 
 Green Hills Market 
 Mary Nelson Youth Center 
 New Hope Missionary Baptist Church 
 South Side Innovation Center 
 Reformed Presbyterian Church 
 Brady Faith Center 
 Brotherly Love Church of God in Christ 
 Cannon Street Community Center 
 Hopps Memorial CME Church 
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 Payton Memorial Temple COGIC 
 Southwest Community Center 
 Syracuse Model Neighborhood 
 Wilson Park Community Center 
 People’s A.M.E. Zion Church 
 Elmwood Presbyterian Church 
 M&T Bank 
 Southwest Community Health Center South 
 Beauchamp Library 
 True Value Hardware 
 First Niagara Bank 
 Exxon Mobil 
 Sarah Loguen Fraser Center 

 Distribution of email notification  
o Email notification of the meeting was distributed to 466 email contacts from the 

project mailing list via DOT project email account on April 21, 2014. 

 

Public Outreach Techniques Employed at the May 1, 2014 Project Update Presentation 

 Presentation on the project was given at 4:00 PM and repeated at 6:00 PM and 7:30 PM 
o Slides included information on the lead agencies, purpose and need, project goals, 

current conditions, alternatives to be considered, design considerations, project 
development process, the scoping process, and agency and public involvement 

 Six display boards were provided explaining the alternatives and the alternatives screening 
process 

 Agency and consultant staff on hand to explain information on boards and discuss the 
project with the public and answer questions 

 Comment forms were distributed.  
 Spanish interpreters available 
 Sign language interpreter available 
 Sign-in sheet with contact information, used to supplement project mailing list 
 Media representative available to respond to press inquiries 

 

Public Outreach Techniques Employed Prior to the June 26, 2014 Public Scoping Meeting 

 Newspaper advertisements for the Scoping Meeting were first published on June 12, 2014, 
in the following media outlets: 

o Post-Standard 
o CNY Latino 
o Eagle News  
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o Syracuse New Times 
o CNY Business Journal 

 Press releases were distributed to all media contacts on June 12, 2014 
 Web advertisements for the Scoping Meeting were first published on June 12, 2014 in the 

following media outlets: 
o Syracuse.com 
o CNYLatino.com 

 Mailings 
o Postcards providing meeting notification and scoping comment period were sent to 

approximately 2,600 addresses on the project mailing list, which included residents, 
as well as city and state agencies, cooperating and participating agencies, special 
interest and community groups, elected officials, business associations, and other 
stakeholders. 

 Distribution of email notification  
o Email notification of the meeting was sent out to 2,737 email contacts from the 

project mailing list via DOT project email account on June 12, 2014. 
 Distribution of Flyers  

o Approximately 1500 flyers were distributed throughout the City of Syracuse on June 
12, 2014. Location of flyer postings/distribution included but was not limited to: 
 Distribution through the following Syracuse City Schools: Dr. King 

Elementary School, Dr. Weeks Elementary School, Franklin Elementary 
School, Hughes Elementary School, McKinley-Brighton Elementary School, 
Meachem Elementary School, and Delaware Elementary School 

 Boys & Girls Club of Syracuse 
 Salvation Army 
 YMCA Downtown Community Center 
 Onondaga County Public Library 
 Syracuse Center for Peace & Social Justice 
 Westcott Community Center 
 Franciscan Church of the Assumption 
 ARISE 
 CNY Works 
 Enable 
 InterFaith Works of CNY 
 United Way 
 White Branch Library 
 SCSD Refugee Assistance Program 
 Butternut Community Police Center 
 Catholic Charities 
 Syracuse Northeast Community Center 
 Beauchamp Branch Library 
 Betts Branch Library 
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 Brady Faith Center 
 Cannon Street Community Center 
 Colonial Laundromat 
 Eagle Wings Academy 
 Green Hills Market 
 M&T Bank 
 Mary Nelson Youth Center 
 PEACE, Inc 
 Peoples AME Zion Church 
 South Side Innovation Center 
 Southside Community Coalition 
 Southwest Community Center 
 Syracuse Housing Authority 
 Syracuse Model Neighborhood Facility 
 The Vision Center 
 ARC of Onondaga 
 Huntington Family Center 
 St. Lucy’s Church 
 Westside Family Health Center 
 Westside Learning Center 
 Americanization League 
 Spanish Action League 
 Cecile Community Center 
 St. James Church 
 Zen Center of Syracuse 

 Elected officials were briefed at the project’s Outreach Center on June 24, 2014 
 Other notifications  

o Variable Message Sign notices were posted at nine locations along Interstates 81, 
690, and 481 from June 22 to June 26, 2014 

o Approximately 150 placard advertisements were installed on Centro buses two weeks 
prior to the meeting 

Public Outreach Techniques Employed at the June 26, 2014 Public Scoping Meeting 

 Public open house was held from 3:00 PM to 8:00 PM 
 Presentation on the project was given at 4:00 PM and repeated at 6:00 PM 

o Slides included information on the lead agencies, purpose and need, project 
objectives, current conditions, options considered, design considerations, project 
development process, the scoping process, tentative schedule, environmental, social 
and economic considerations, and agency and public involvement  

 48 display boards were provided explaining the project:  
o Welcome (explaining comment process and meeting logistics) 
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o Project area 
o Project overview / purpose and need 
o Project overview / goals and objectives 
o Background information on the environmental review process 
o List of topics considered throughout the EIS 
o Project alternatives considered during scoping 
o Results of preliminary screening 
o Tunnel alternatives recommended to be eliminated 
o Depressed highway alternatives recommended to be eliminated 
o Other alternatives recommended to be eliminated 
o V-2: New viaduct fully improved to current standards 
o V-3: New viaduct with substantial design improvements 
o V-4: New viaduct with considerable design improvements 
o Sections and birds-eye depictions of viaduct alternatives 
o Precedents and design considerations for viaduct alternatives 
o SL-1: Boulevard 
o SL-2: One-way traffic on Almond Street and other local streets 
o SL-3: Two-way traffic on Almond Street and other local streets 
o Precedents and design considerations for street level alternatives 
o Common features of all alternatives: 

 Improving access to University Hill 
 Rebuilding Access to West Street 
 Improving access to I-81 from the south 
 Improving the I-81/I-690 interchange 
 Improving safety for bicyclists and pedestrians 
 Creating gateways and strengthening identity 
 Green infrastructure 
 Integrating bike facilities 

o Impact of various alternatives on travel times 
o Public participation and agency coordination 
o Section 106 of the NHPA 
o Project contacts 

 
 Agency and consultant staff on hand to explain information on the display boards, respond 

to questions, and discuss the project with members of the public   
 Stenographers available to transcribe oral comments and comments dictated privately  
 Comment forms were distributed. 
 Copies of the Draft Scoping Report were distributed. 
 Applications for Consulting Party status, the Section 106 Consulting Parties public notice, 

and copies of Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide To Section 106 Review (published by 
the Advisory Council on Historic Presentation) were available 

 Spanish interpreters available 
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 Sign language interpreter available 
 Sign-in sheet with contact information, used to supplement project mailing list 
 Media representative available to respond to press inquiries 
 Language Line service and “I speak” cards were provided for individuals in need of 

interpretation services.  The list of languages available for interpretation at the June 26, 2014 
Public Scoping Meeting is presented in TableA2-2. 

 

Table A2-2 
Languages Provided by Language Line at June 2014 Scoping Meeting

Afrikaans Low German Kannada 
Akan Macedonian Karen 
Amharic Maltese Khmer 
Arabic Moldovan Korean 
Dinka Norwegian Lao 
Edo Polish Mandarin 
French Portuguese Mandarin (Taiwan) 
Gujarati Portuguese (Azorean) Malay 
Hausa Romanian Marathi 
Kinyarwanda Russian Mongolian 
Kirundi Serbian Min Nan 
Ling ala Sicilian Nepali 
Oromo Slovak Punjabi (Gurmukhi) 
Pidgin English Slovenian Shanghainese 
Somali Spanish Sinhala 
Swahili Swedish Sindhi 
Tigrigna Turkish Taiwanese 
Twi Ukrainian Tagalog 
Yoruba Welsh Tajiki 
Zulu Yiddish Tamil 
Albanian Haitian Creole Telugu 
Armenian Portuguese (Brazilian) Thai 
Belarusan Spanish Tibetan 
Bulgarian Azerbaijani Toishanese 
Bosnian Bengali Turkmen 
Croatian Burmese Urdu 
Czech Cantonese Uzbek 
Danish Chittagonian Vietnamese 
Dutch Chiuchow/Chaozhou Arabic 
Estonian Filipino Armenian 



 

 

13 

 

 

 

Table A2-2 
Languages Provided by Language Line at June 2014 Scoping Meeting

Finnish Fuzhou Dari 
Flemish Georgian Farsi 
French Gujarati French 
German Hakka Hebrew 
Greek Hmong Kurdish (Badini) 
Hungarian Hindi Kurdish (Kurmanji) 
Icelandic llocano Kurdish (Sorani) 
Italian Indonesian Pashtu 
Latvian Japanese Punjabi (Shahmukhi) 
Lithuanian Javanese Turkish 
    Urdu 

 

Public Outreach Techniques Employed Prior to the October 6, 2016 Open House Meeting 

 Newspaper advertisements for the Open House were first published on September 25, 
2016, in the following media outlets: 

o Post-Standard 
o CNY Latino 
o Eagle News  
o Syracuse New Times 
o CNY Business Journal 

 Press releases were distributed to all media contacts on September 26, 2016 
 Mailings 

o Postcards providing meeting notification were sent to approximately 3,000 addresses 
on the project mailing list, which included residents, as well as city and state agencies, 
cooperating and participating agencies, special interest and community groups, 
elected officials, business associations, and other stakeholders. 

 Distribution of email notification  
o Email notification of the meeting was distributed to 3,188 email contacts from the 

project mailing list via DOT project email account on September 26, 2016. 
 Distribution of Flyers  

o Approximately 5,800 flyers were distributed throughout the City of Syracuse on 
September 26, 2016. Locations included but were not limited to: 
 Distribution through the following Syracuse City Schools: Dr. King 

Elementary School, Dr. Weeks Elementary School, Franklin Elementary 
School, Hughes Elementary School, McKinley-Brighton Elementary School, 
Meachem Elementary School, and Delaware Elementary School 
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 Boys & Girls Club of Syracuse 
 Salvation Army 
 YMCA Downtown Community Center 
 Onondaga County Public Library 
 Syracuse Center for Peace and Social Justice 
 Westcott Community Center 
 Franciscan Church of the Assumption 
 ARISE 
 CNY Works 
 Enable 
 InterFaith Works of CNY 
 United Way 
 White Branch Library 
 SCSD Refugee Assistance Program 
 Butternut Community Police Center 
 Catholic Charities 
 Syracuse Northeast Community Center 
 Beauchamp Branch Library 
 Betts Branch Library 
 Brady Faith Center 
 Cannon Street Community Center 
 Colonial Laundromat 
 Green Hills Market 
 Mary Nelson Youth Center 
 PEACE, Inc 
 Peoples AME Zion Church 
 South Side Innovation Center 
 Southside Community Coalition 
 Southwest Community Center 
 Syracuse Housing Authority 
 Syracuse Model Neighborhood Facility 
 ARC of Onondaga 
 Huntington Family Center 
 St. Lucy’s Church 
 Westside Family Health Center 
 Westside Learning Center 
 Americanization League 
 Spanish Action League 
 Cecile Community Center 
 St. James Church 
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 Other notifications  
o Variable Message Sign notices were posted at nine locations along Interstates 81, 

690, and 481 from September 25, 2016 through October 6, 2016 
o Approximately 150 placard advertisements were installed on Centro buses one week 

prior to the meeting 

Public Outreach Techniques Employed at the October 6, 2016 Open House Meeting 

 Public open house was held from 3:00 PM to 8:00 PM 
 Presentation on the project was given at 6:00 PM. A previously recorded presentation was 

shown via television monitor in the OnCenter lobby with a continual, 20-minute loop 
 20-scale drawings for both alternatives were displayed, along with 50-scale illustrations of 

some alternative sections 
 Viaduct Alternative Illustrative Plans 

o I-81/I-690 Interchange Area 
o I-690 and Erie Boulevard Area 
o I-81 Viaduct Area 
o Almond Street Area 

 Community Grid Alternative Illustrative Plans 
o I-81/I-690 Interchange Area 
o I-690 and Erie Boulevard Area 
o Almond and Other Local Streets 
o Almond Street Area 

 35 display boards explaining the project:  
o Welcome  
o Environmental Review  

 What are the steps in the environmental review process? 
 The Draft EIS will…Assess the social , economic, and environmental effects 

of the project, including potential impacts on 
o Alternatives Considered and Recommended for Dismissal 

 Viaduct Alternative Options: Comparison of Property Impacts  
 Viaduct Alternative Option V-2: New Viaduct Fully Improved to Current 

Standards  
 Viaduct Alternative Option V-3: New Viaduct with Substantial Design 

Improvements  
 Tunnel Alternative Options T-5, T-6, T-7 
 Why Does NYSDOT Recommend Dismissal of Tunnel Alternative Options 

T-5, T-6, and T-7?  
 Community Grid Alternative Option CG-1 Boulevard 

o Project Alternatives 
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o No Build Alternative 
o Viaduct and Community Grid Alternatives 

 Onondaga Creekwalk Improvements 
 West Street Improvements (three display boards) 
 New Butternut Street Bridge and Proposed Capacity Improvements on I-81 

from I-690 to Hiawatha Boulevard 
o Community Grid Alternative 

 Overview 
 I-481 Re-designated as I-81 
 MLK, Jr. East Intersection Options 
 New I-690 Interchange at Crouse and Irving Avenues 
 Enhanced Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety 
 Potential Building Acquisitions (located by the real estate table, staffed by 

NYSDOT real estate representatives) 
o Viaduct Alternative 

 Overview  
 On and Off Ramps at MLK, Jr. East 
 Enhanced Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety 
 Potential Building Acquisitions (located by the real estate table, staffed by 

NYSDOT real estate representatives) 
o Traffic Analysis  

 Level of Service for Project Intersections (2020 Projections) 
 Level of Service for Project Intersections (2050 Projections) 
 Level of Service for Project Interstates (2020 Projections) 
 Level of Service for Project Interstates (2050 Projections) 
 Estimated Travel Times (two display boards) 

o Contact Us 
o Local Hiring Opportunities (staff was available to discuss NYSDOT’s local hiring 

initiatives.) 

 Pedestrian and Bicycle Enhancement video  
 Videos of the traffic simulations for the year 2050 under the Viaduct and Community Grid 

Alternatives  
 Agency and consultant staff on hand to explain information on the display boards, respond 

to questions, and discuss the project with members of the public   
 Comment forms were distributed.  
 Contact information cards were distributed. 
 Spanish interpreters available 
 Sign language interpreter available 
 Sign-in sheet with contact information, used to supplement project mailing list 
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 Media representative available to respond to press inquiries 
 Language Line service and “I speak” cards were provided for individuals in need of 

translation services.  The list of languages available for translation is presented in Table A2-
3. 

Table A2-3
Languages Provided by Language Line at October 2016 Open House Meeting

Abkhaz Czech Icelandic Maithili Sardinian 

Acholi 
(Uganda) Dagaare Igbo Malagasy 

Saulteaux- 
Berens River 
Ojibwa 

Adangme Dagbani 
Ijo - Southeast 
(Ijaw) Malay Scots 

Adyghe Dakota Ika Malayalam Serbian 

Afrikaans Dangme - 
Krobo 

Ilokano Maltese Serbo-Croatian 

Akan (Ghana) Danish 
Ilonggo -
Hiligaynon 
Philippines 

Mandarin Seselwa 

Akateko Dari Indonesian Mandingo Shanghainese 

Albanian Dene Ingush Mandinka 
(Senegal) 

Shelta (Ireland) 

Altay Dewoin Inuinnaqtun Manipuri Shilluk 
Amharic Dhivehi Inuktitut Mansi Shona 
Anishinaabemo
win 

Dholuo (Luo; 
Kenya) 

Inuktitut - N 
Alaskan 

Maori Sicilian (Sicily - 
Italy) 

Arabic Dinka 
Inuktitut - W 
Canadian Maranao Sindhi 

Arabic - 
Moroccan 

Dogri Inuktitut-E 
Canada 

Marathi 
Sinhala (Sri 
Lanka; 
Sinhalese) 

Armenian Dogrib Irish Mari Sioux 
Assamese Dolgan Isekiri Marshallese Slavey 
Assyrian Duala Italian Mauritius Slovak 
Atikamekw Dutch Japanese Mende Slovenian 
Aymara Dyouba Jarai Mi'kmaq Somali 
Azerbaijani 
(Azeri - Torki) 

Dzongkha 
(Bhutanese) Javanese 

Min Nan 
(Taiwanese) Soninke 

Bagangte from 
Cameroon 

Edo Jula Mohawk Sorbian (Lower; 
Germany) 
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Table A2-3
Languages Provided by Language Line at October 2016 Open House Meeting

Balinese Efik Kabardian Moksha 
Sorbian (Upper; 
Germany) 

Balochi 
(Baluchi) 

Egun (Ogu) A 
language of 
Benin 

Kabyle (Algeria) Moldovan Sotho 

Banso - from 
Cameroon. 
Lamso' 

English Kachchi (India) Mongolian 
Sotho 
(Northern) 

Bari-Kuku Erzya Kalaallisut More Spanish 

Bashkir 
Esan (Nigeria; 
Ishan) Kalanga Munukutuba 

Sunda 
(Indonesia) 

Basque Estonian 
Kalenjin - 
Kipsigis 
(Kenya) 

Namibia 
Susu (Sose - 
Soso; Guinea) 

Beja 
European 
Portuguese 

Kalenjin - 
Nandi (Kenya) Nauruan Swahili 

Belarusian Evenk Kalmyk Ndebele Swahili-Bajuni 
Bengali Ewe Kannada Nenets Swazi 

Bikol 
Ewondo 
(Cameroon; 
Jaunde) 

Kapampangan Nepali Swedish 

Bislama Fanti 
Karachay-
Balkar Niuean Tagalog 

Blackfoot Faroese Karen (Burma - 
Tibet - China) 

Norwegian Tahitian 

Bodo 
Farsi (or 
Persian) Kasem Nuer 

Taishan (Toisan 
- Hoisan) 

Bosnian Fijian Kashmiri Nuristani Tajik 

Bouyei Filipino  Kayah Nyanja 
(Malawi) 

Tamazight 
(Berber) 

Bravanese - 
Swahili - 
Chimwiini 

Finnish (Suomi) Kazakh Nzema Tamil 

Brazilian 
Portuguese French Khakas Occitan Tatar 

Bulgarian French-
Canadian 

Khanty Ojibwa (Ojibwe 
- Ojibway) 

Tausug 

Bulgarian Frisian 
Khmer 
(Cambodian) 

Oji-
Cree/Anishinini 

Telugu (Andhra 
Pradesh) 
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Table A2-3
Languages Provided by Language Line at October 2016 Open House Meeting

Buriat Friulian Kigali Oriya 
Temne - Sierra 
Leone 

Burmese 
(Burma - 
Myanmar) 

Fukianese Kikongo Oromiffa Tetum 

Cambodian  Fula Kinaray-a Oromo Thai 

Cantonese  Fur Kinyarwanda 
Oshiwambo 
(Angola - 
Namibia) 

Tibetan 

Carolinian  Fuzhou  Kirghiz  Ossetic 
Tigrinya 
(Tigrigna; 
Eritrea) 

Catalan  Fuzhou  Kiribati  Palauan  Tok Pisin 
Cebuano  Ga  Kirundi  Pamiri  Tokelauan 
Chakma of 
Bangladesh 

Gaelic 
(Scottland)  Koho  Pampango  Tongan 

Chaldean Neo-
Aramaic 

Gagauz  Komi-Permyak  Pangasinan  Tshiluba 

Chamorro  Galician  Komi-Zyrian  Pashai  Tsonga 

Chaozhou  Ganda 
(Luganda) 

Konkani  Pashto (or 
Pushtu) 

Tswana 
(Botswana; 
Setswana) 

Chechen  Gen  Korean  Pidgin English  Turkish 
Chichewa  Georgian  Koryak  Pitcairnese  Turkmen 
Chinese 
(traditional and 
simplified) 

German  Kosraean  Polish  Tuvaluan 

Chipewyan  Gikuyu  Kpelle  Ponapean  Tuvin 
Chipewyan / 
Dene  Gokana  Krio (Creole)  Portuguese  Twi 

Chukchi  Gonja  Krobo  Pulaar  Udmurt 

Chuuk  Grebo (Liberia)  Ku Bari  Punjabi  Ukrainian 
Chuvash  Greek  Kurdish  Quechua  Ulithian 

Comorian  Gujarati  Kurdish 
(Badini) 

Quiche  Urdu 

Cornish  Gwich'in  Kurdish 
(Kurmandji) 

Rade  Uyghur 
(Uighur) 

Cree  Hakka  Kurdish Rohingya  Uzbek 
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Table A2-3
Languages Provided by Language Line at October 2016 Open House Meeting

(Sorani) 

Cree - Moose 
Harari 
(Ethiopia)  Kutchi  Romani  Venda 

Cree - North 
East 

Hausa  Ladin  Romanian  Vietnamese 

Cree - Plains  Hawaiian  Lao (Laotian; 
Laos) 

Romansh 
Arabic 

Vlaams 
(Flemish - 
Flamand) 

Cree - Sounth 
East  Hebrew  Latin  Russian  Waray-Waray 

Cree - Swampy  Hiligaynon  Latvian  Ruthenian  Welsh 
Cree - 
Woodlands  Hindi  Lingala 

Rwanda 
(Ruanda)  Wolof 

Creole 
(English)  Hindustani  Lithuanian  Sami 

Wu from 
Shanghai 

Creole (French)  Hiri Motu  Low German  Samoan  Xhosa 
Creole 
(Guyanese) 

Hmong Njua 
(Blue)  Luxembourgish  Sango  Yakut 

Crioulo  Huizhou  Luyia  Sanskrit  Yapese 
Croatian  Hungarian  Macedonian  Santali  Yiddish 
Cypriot Greek  Ibibio  Maguindanao  Saraiki  Yoruba 
Yue  Zaghawa  Zhuang  Zulu    

 


