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Todayôs Agenda

1. The need for the project

2. Bridge Option Recommendations

3. Transit Alignment Option 

Recommendations

4. Highway Improvement 

Recommendations

5. Status of Financing



Existing Bridge vs. Required Bridge

Existing Bridge:

7 Lanes

Movable Barrier

Required Bridge:

8 Lanes

2 BRT Lanes

Safety Shoulders

Pedestrian / Bike Lanes



The Bridge Must Be Replaced

The Causeway is over Half the Length of the Bridge

The Causeway Must be Replaced in all Cases



The Bridge Must Be Replaced

The Superstructure Requires Extensive Modifications

While Significant Vulnerabilities are Retained



The Bridge Must Be Replaced

Rehabilitation Options Require Extensive New Construction

Retaining Serious Vulnerabilities in the Remaining Superstructure



The Bridge Must Be Replaced

1. Rehabilitation of existing bridge in-kind is not viable

Å Does not meet project purpose and need

Å Retains serious vulnerabilities

2. Rehabilitation options require extensive new work

Å Costs are comparable to replacement options

Å River impacts comparable in all options

3. Rehabilitation options retain serious vulnerabilities

Å Existing main span retained is non-redundant

Å Retained structure will continue to deteriorate

4. Replacement options have high life cycle (150 yrs)



Possible Single-Level Configuration

Possible Dual-Level Configuration

Replacement Bridge Capacity / Need for Transit

Both options provide:
Å4 Traffic Lanes

Å2  Lanes for BRT (HOV)

Å2 Tracks for CRT

ÅSafety Shoulders

ÅPedestrian and Bicycle Path

ÅCapacity of 8 lane bridge is limited

ÅTraffic demand will exceed 160,000

ÅImpractical to provide more lanes  

ÅWould need to widen I-87 and I-287

ÅAdding capacity for cars  not feasible

New Transit is only way to relieve 

congestion and  improve mobility in 

the corridor



New Transit is Essential for the Future

Å Congestion in the Corridor is already significant and will 

continue to worsen.

Å The replacement bridge will not provide additional relief.

Å Only new transit systems will help improve mobility by 

affording alternative transportation choices in the future.

Å Transit can also help promote and control smart growth.





Commuter Rail Transit
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Possible Single-Level Configuration

Possible Dual-Level Configuration

Scoping Results - June 2009
Replace the Tappan Zee Bridge  Transit for Future Mobility

Full-Corridor BRT and CRT from 

Suffern to Grand Central Terminal



Alternatives Development Roadmap



Public Outreach 

ÅBridge/transit reports available on www.tzbsite.com

ÅOpen houses/working meetings for general public in Ramapo, 

Clarkstown, Orangetown, Greenburgh, White Plains, and Rye

ÅWorking Meetings targeted to Environmental Justice populations

ÅOngoing SAWG meetings

Transit-Related Outreach

Å20 transit-related meetings with towns/villages across corridor 

ÅCoordination with County Planning Departments

Å Input from Participating Agencies

ÅTransit Oriented Development Training Initiative

Bridge-Related Outreach

ÅSeries of meetings with villages and towns adjacent to bridge 

Å Input from Cooperating Agencies on Hudson River ecology issues  

Å Input from Consulting Parties and National Historic Landmark properties

http://www.tzbsite.com/
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Bridge Configurations



Transit  below 

(CRT and BRT ) 

Single Level Options 

Bridge Options Definition Report: Bridge Options 

CRT Center

Two-Columns per Pier

Stacked CRT  in North Bay

CRT Center 

Three- Columns

CRT South 

Three-Columns

Dual Level  Options 

1

654

32



Feasible Alternatives for DEIS ïEvaluation Criteria

Engineering
Environmental

(Operating)
Environmental 
(Construction)

Transportation Cost

Structural Integrity Land Use
Displacements and 

Acquisitions 
Roadway Congestion 

Capital Cost (Fully 
Built)

Operations and Risk 
Assessment 

Displacements and 
Acquisitions 

Historic Resources
Alternative Modes in 

Mixed Traffic
Capital Cost (Initial 

Construction)

Seismic Historic Resources Archeological Resources Mode Split 
Operating and 

Maintenance Cost

Redundancy
Archeological 

Resources
Parklands & Section 

4(f)/6(f)
Transit Ridership Life Cycle cost 

Emergency Response
Parklands & Section

4(f)/6(f)
River Ecology Non-Vehicular Travel 

Navigation River Ecology Community Noise Reserve Capacity 

Construction Avifauna
Transportation 

System Integration 

Life Span
Visual Resources & 

Aesthetics

Criteria not evaluated as 
common to all options

Differentiating Criteria 



Single Level Options 

Feasible Alternatives for DEIS: 

Consultantsô Recommendations on Options

CRT Center

Two-Columns
CRT Center 

Three-Columns
CRT South 

Three-Columns

1 32



Option 1 ïSingle level

Recommended for Elimination

Å Option 1 has 180 columns 

compared to 120 in Option 3 

resulting in greater  impacts to river 

ecology, longer construction 

duration and larger total cost

Å Because of restricted access, the 

center CRT structure would have to 

be constructed as part of the initial 

construction but would remain 

unused for a number of years 

pending the full introduction of CRT

Å Separation of CRT and Highway 

structures is structurally inefficient, 

reduces the flexibility of highway 

operations, and limits access for 

emergency services
CRT Center

Three-Columns
1

Reasons for recommendation 



Option 2 ïSingle level

Recommended for Elimination

Å Option 2 has 180 columns compared to 

120 in Option 3 resulting in greater 

impacts to river ecology, longer 

construction duration and larger total 

cost

Å Separation of CRT and Highway 

structures is structurally inefficient 

particularly at the Main Spans, reduces 

the flexibility of highway operations, and 

limits access for emergency services

Å Option 2 has the potential to provide the 

least amount of transit accommodation 

required by the Projectôs Purpose and 

Need statement as the entire, separate 

CRT structure could be deferred to a 

future date. Deferment would substantial 

increase property and aquatic impacts.

CRT South

Three-Columns
2

Reasons for recommendation 



Option 3 ïSingle level

Recommended to be further evaluated in DEIS 

Single Level Option

CRT Center with Two-Columns
3

Reasons for recommendation 

Å Two lines of columns reduce potential 

aquatic impacts to Hudson River 

compared to both Options 1 and 2

Å Efficient and fully integrated 

substructure that supports all modes

Å Safest emergency access for all modes 

Å Maximum future transportation flexibility 

and significant transit accommodation  

Å Minimum impact at landings for single 

level options as no gaps between 

structures

Å Allows for deferment of CRT while 

avoiding up front construction of unused 

structural components required in 

Option 1

Å Future implementation of CRT is from 

the highway decks without the property 

or aquatic impacts required in Option 2



Feasible Alternatives for DEIS: 

Consultantsô  Recommendations on Options

Stacked CRT below in North Bay Transit  below 

(CRT and BRT ) 

Dual Level  Options 

654



Stacked

Option 4 ïDual level

Recommended for Elimination

4

Å Option 4 has 120 columns compared 

to 66 in Options 5 and 6 resulting in 

greater impacts to river ecology, 

longer construction duration and larger 

total costs

Å Because a central tower is not 

possible at the Main Spans, the 

resulting structural form is difficult to 

construct and lacks redundancy 

Å Because it is necessary to build the 

north highway deck first at the 

landings access to construct the CRT 

deck below is difficult

Å Because of restricted access, the 

lower CRT structure would have to be 

constructed as part of the initial 

construction but would remain unused 

for a number of years pending the full 

introduction of CRT

Reasons for recommendation 



Option 5 ïDual level

Recommended to be further evaluated in DEIS 

Dual Level Option

CRT North on Two-Columns
5

Å Deep deck structure results in long 

spans minimizing the number of 

columns required (66) compared to 

Option 4 (120)

Å Minimum number of columns 

shortens construction duration and 

minimizes river ecology impacts

Å Fully integrated substructure 

supports all modes on common 

columns

Å Superstructure form inherently has 

the structural stiffness required to 

meet CRT displacement limitations 

Å Maximizes future transportation 

flexibility and redundancy as all 

highway lanes are on the same 

level 

Reasons for recommendation 



Option 6 ïDual level

Recommended for Elimination

6

Å BRT on lower level limits flexibility 

for highway operations compared 

to Option 5 where all highway lanes 

are on one level.  

Å Vulnerable to intentional events 

facilitated by BRT on the lower 

level with potential for 

disproportionate consequences to 

full bridge operations

Transit  below 

(CRT and BRT ) 

Reasons for recommendation 



Replacement TZB ïDEIS Configuration 

Consultantsô  Recommended Options  

Single Level Option Dual Level Option



Replacement TZB Options ïHorizontal Location 

Both recommended options include:

Å Replacement TZB is on the north of the existing TZB

Å At the landings the Replacement TZB is in the same location as 

that of the Existing TZB

Existing TZB

Replacement TZB

South 

Nyack

Tarrytown

Replacement TZB 

Existing TZB 



Replacement TZB Options ïVertical Profile

Å Both recommended options include a flatter profile than the existing TZB

Å Flatter profile is advantageous for traffic flow and safety

Hudson River

Existing TZB Profile

Rec. Replacement TZB Profile
Main Span (Not Shown)
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Transit Alignment Options



CRT and BRT Service Plans



Transit Alignment Options Evaluated



Hillburn to Airmont

Recommended: CRT in Piermont Line Right-of-Way

Options Evaluated:

CRT in Piermont Line ROW

CRT on Wayne Avenue



Å Piermont Line Option takes three structures  (2 businesses and  1 dwelling unit)

Å Wayne Avenue Options takes 16 structures (6 businesses and 64 dwelling units)

Å Piermont Line Option is $170 M less costly

Å Piermont Line Option has flatter CRT profile

Hillburn to Airmont

Recommended: CRT in Piermont Line Right-of-Way












































































