Comments and Responses on the
Chapter 28: Draft Environmental Impact Statement’

1 —

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes and responds to all substantive comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) received during the public comment period and through December 1,
2000. Public review began on May 17, 2000, with the publication of the DEIS. The Metropoli-
tan Transportation Authority (MTA) held a public hearing on June 15, 2000 at 347 Madison
Avenue, fifth floor boardroom. The public comment period was held open until July 12, 2000,
and all comments received through December 1, 2000, were also considered.

The DEIS was circulated to involved and interested agencies and other interested parties, and
notice of its availability and of the public hearing was published in the Federal Register on May
26, 2000. In addition, postcards indicating that the DEIS was available and that the public
hearing would be held were circulated to some 5,000 households. To advertise the public
hearing, MTA published notices in newspapers of general circulation as well as community and
minority newspapers throughout the area. These included Newsday, The Journal News, Connec-
ticut Post, Yankee Trader, The Queens Chronicle, The Amsterdam News, and El Diario-La
Prensa. MTA also posted advertisements for the hearing in MTA commuter railroad stations
and performed seat drops with notice of the hearing on both Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) and
Metro-North Railroad (MNR) commuter trains.

This chapter identifies the organizations and individuals who commented on the DEIS, then
summarizes and responds to their comments. Comments made throughout the comment period
as well as comments received after the close of the comment period but through December 1,
2000 are included. Section B, below, lists all individuals and organizations who made comments
on the DEIS. These are listed in the order the comments were received, beginning with the com-
ments made at the public hearing and continuing with other written statements submitted. Sec-
tion C contains a summary of all comments made. The comments are organized by subject area,
following the organization of the EIS. All comments on the Long Island storage yards are
grouped together following those on project alternatives. Where similar comments on the same
subject matter have been made by more than one person, a single comment summarizes all com-
ments on that issue. Following each comment is a list of people or organizations who made the
comment. These comments are keyed to the copies of the transcript of the public hearing and of
all written comments received that are included in an appendix to this document. For example,
a comment noted as “Doe 1” would be the first comment made by John Doe, and the location in
the hearing transcript or Mr. Doe’s comment letter where that comment can be found would be
marked with the number “17.

Note: This entire chapter is new to the FEIS.
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Where appropriate, the body of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is revised in
response to comments received. Changes to the document since publication of the DEIS are in-
dicated by jtalics in a different font than the rest of the document.

B.

LIST OF GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS WHO COMMENTED ON
THE DEIS

Comments were received at the public hearing on June 15, 2000. In addition, written comments
were submitted throughout the 45-day comment period and continuing through December 1,
2000. Commenters are listed below.

1.

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

Larry Silverman, Long Island Rail Road Commuters Council, comments made at public
hearing.

John Steinberg, for Carlisle Towery, President, Greater Jamaica Development Corporation,
comments made and written testimony submitted at public hearing.

Lisa Schreibman, Tri-State Transportation Campaign, comments made and written testi-
mony submitted at public hearing.

Dean Angelakos, New York Building Congress, comments made and written testimony sub-
mitted at public hearing.

Lucy Mayo, for the Office of New York State Senator Thomas Duane, comments made and
written testimony submitted at public hearing.

Jeffrey Zupan, Regional Plan Association, comments made and written testimony submitted
at public hearing.

Richard Gualtieri, comments made at public hearing.

Gene Russianoff, NYPIRG Straphangers Campaign, comments made and written testimony
submitted at public hearing.

Irwin Fruchtman, comments made at public hearing and written testimony submitted at
public hearing.

Louis P. Venech, Senior Manager, Transportation Policy Development, Office of Policy &
Planning, Port Authority of New York & New Jersey, comments made at public hearing and
letter dated July 12, 2000.

Jeff Elmer, General Contractors Association, comments made and written testimony sub-
mitted at public hearing.

Barry Adler, comments made at public hearing.
Herbert Landow, comments made and written testimony submitted at public hearing.
Robert Schumacher, comments made and written testimony submitted at public hearing.

George Haikalis, Committee for Better Transit, comments made and written testimony sub-
mitted at public hearing, and letter dated July 12, 2000.

Lester Epstein, Owner, 47 East 44th Street, comments made and written testimony sub-
mitted at public hearing.
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17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

Danny Pearlstein, comments made at public hearing.
John Cornelius, Bowne Park Civic Association, comments made at public hearing.
Ron Troy, comments made at public hearing.

Kristin Harrison, for the Office of U.S. Congresswoman Carolyn Maloney, comments made
at public hearing.

Joel Azumah, comments made at public hearing.
Louis Hitch, comments made at public hearing.
Robert Olmstead, comments made at public hearing.
John Landers, comments made at public hearing.

Chung-Kuo Chiang, Ph.D., PE, New York State Department of Transportation, memoran-
dum dated May 24, 2000.

Thomas S. Gulotta, County Executive, Nassau County, letter dated May 31, 2000.
Steven Ausnit, letter dated June 6, 2000.
Ron M. Aryel, MD, MBA, letter received June 7, 2000.

Patricia Zedalis, Chief Executive for School Facilities, New York City Board of Education,
letter dated June 12, 2000.

Claire Shulman, President, Borough of Queens, letter dated June 13, 2000.
Mitchell Pally, Long Island Association, letter dated June 13, 2000.
New York State Senator Dean G. Skelos, written testimony dated June 15, 2000.

David E. Buerle, Coastal Resources Specialist, New York State Department of State, Divi-
sion of Coastal Resources, letter dated June 15, 2000.

Joshua L. Schank, Transportation Planner, Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to the
MTA, memorandum dated June 20, 2000.

New York State Assemblywoman Catherine Nolan, letter dated June 28, 2000.

Richard C. Visconti, R.A., Acting Commissioner, New York City Department of Buildings,
letter dated June 29, 2000.

Julian W. Adams, Senior Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator, New York State Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, letter dated July 7, 2000.

Joseph B. Rose, Chairman, City Planning Commission, City of New York, letter dated
July 7, 2000.

Daniel A. Nigro, New York City Fire Department, letter dated July 7, 2000.

Walter R. Ernst, General Manager, Metropolitan Division, Amtrak, letter dated July 11,
2000.

Richard H. Salmon, Jr., letter dated July 11, 2000.
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42.

43,
44,

45.

46.

47.
48.

49.
50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.
56.

57.

58.

C.

David E. Buerle, Division of Coastal Resources, New York State Department of State, letter
dated July 12, 2000.

Stephen B. Dobrow, Committee for Better Transit, Inc., letter received July 13, 2000.

Robert W. Hargrove, Chief, Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch, United
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2, letter dated July 14, 2000.

Willie R. Taylor, Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, United States
Department of the Interior, letter dated July 17, 2000.

Joshua Laird, New York City Department of Parks and Recreation, letter dated July 19,
2000.

Jeffrey A. Warsh, Executive Director, NJ Transit, letter dated July 19, 2000.

Members of the Greenlawn/Huntington, Babylon, and Riverhead communities, approxi-
mately 300 letters received July 21, 2000 and later.

Kevin M. Gary, resident of Greenlawn, letter dated July 21, 2000.

Mark Cuthbertson, Councilman, Town of Huntington, letters dated July 26 and August 1,
2000.

Charles de Quillfeldt, Regional Permit Administrator, New York State Department of Envi-

ronmental Conservation, Division of Environmental Permits, Region 2, letter dated July 27,
2000.

Allan H. Goldberg, Assistant Commissioner for Bureau Management, Regulatory and Envi-
ronmental Health Sciences, The City of New York Department of Health, letter dated
August 2, 2000.

Gina Santucci, The City of New York Landmarks Preservation Commission, Environmental
Review, comments dated August 3, 2000.

Keith A. Archer, Morton Weber and Associates, Attorneys at Law, letter dated August 7,
2000.

Robert W. Ramage Jr., resident of Huntington, letter dated August 8, 2000.

Owen H. Johnson, Vice President Pro Tempore, New York State Senate, letter dated
August 30, 2000.

Henry L. Barton, Jr., Clerk of the Legislature, letter dated September 19, 2000 (enclosing
a sense resolution adopted by the Suffolk County Legislature on September 12, 2000).

Gene Gaye, resident of Huntington, letter dated October 6, 2000.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Comment 1: Table S-3 should be modified to include the matters described in Amtrak’s

comments. For example, “Construction Impacts: Transportation,” should de-
scribe the potential impacts to Amtrak as described above, or, preferably, the
mitigation to be provided so that Amtrak service and operations will not be
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Response:

impacted. No mitigation should be included under the assumption that
Amtrak will pay for it. Under “Property Acquisitions,” note should be made
of the need to relocate numerous Amtrak facilities at Sunnyside Yard, and
whether the plan is for permanent or temporary relocation. Other changes
should be made to conform the summary with the comments noted above.
(Ernst 38)

The Executive Summary of the FEIS has been revised to be consistent with
all other changes made to the body of the document.

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

Comment 2:

Response:

Comment 3:

Response:

Comment 4:

Response:

We support the East Side Access Project as part of the broader regional cam-
paign to expand the role of the commuter rail network in meeting transporta-
tion needs. The Access to the Region’s Core (ARC) team has worked with the
East Side Access Project team so that ARC complements East Side Access.
Activating the 63rd Street Tunnel is not just a convenience for LIRR riders,
but a step in solving the broader problem of providing adequate commuter rail
capacity to Midtown. There is no long-term answer for the problems at Penn
Station without opening a second facility for LIRR in Manhattan, as this
project would do. At the same time, the East Side Access Project protects the
possibility for a future connection between Grand Central and Penn Station,
which may be proposed as part of ARC. Please make sure that the final design
of East Side Access continues to protect this possibility. (Venech 1)

Comment noted. The preferred design option reflected in the FEIS (Option 2)
would protect the possibility for a future connection between Grand Central
Terminal (GCT) and Penn Station.

The East Side Access Project also complements the MTA/Port Authority
partnership providing new options for access to John F. Kennedy Interna-
tional Airport (JFK). When LIRR service becomes available at GCT, JFK
passengers will have a choice of accessing the service from two midtown lo-
cations. The capacity expansion for the network will facilitate the eventual
provision after this project is complete of one-seat service to JFK. (Venech 2)

Comment noted.

Numerous commenters expressed their general support for the project.
(Silverman 1, Steinberg 2, Angelakos 2, Elmer 2, Hitch 3, Olmstead 6,
Landers 1, Pally 1, Skelos 1, Schank 15)

Comments noted.
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Comment 5:

Response:

Comment 6:

Response:

Comment 7:

Response:

Comment 8:

Response:

Comment 9:

Response:

Comment 10:

Response:

Numerous commenters described the benefits of East Side Access and rea-
sons why the project should be constructed. (Silverman 2, Steinberg 1,
Schreibman 3, Troy 4, Pally 2, Rose 2)

Comments noted.

Numerous commenters described the benefits of East Side Access and gave
their conditional support for the project. (Silverman 2, Duane 3, Zupan 6,
Russianoff 7, Dobrow 1, Rose 1)

Comments noted.

The current commute from Long Island to the East Side of Manhattan is hor-
rendous (as is the commute on the Lexington Avenue No. 6 subway). (Troy 2)

Comment noted.

Several commenters described the history of project. (Zupan 5, Hitch 3,
Olmstead 2)

Comments noted.

It is not entirely true that the East Side Access Project is a suburban project.
The project increases access to jobs in Manhattan’s core, thus strengthening
the city’s economic base. In addition, the project can provide additional ser-
vice to underserved areas of Queens (which, along with Brooklyn, is also on
Long Island). (Olmstead 5)

Comment noted. The DEIS notes that the project would benefit the entire
region.

The project would disproportionately benefit certain suburban commuters at
the cost of city residents. (Gualtieri 1, Russianoff 1, Pearlstein 3)

The East Side Access Project would benefit the entire New York metropoli-
tan region, not just certain suburban commuters (see also the comment
above). In addition to the commuters from Long Island who benefit from im-
proved trips to the city, the project would also benefit residents of New York
City as well. These benefits would include the following:

® Support for the continued growth of jobs in Manhattan and the regional
economy, which is driven by the Manhattan CBD. The East Side Access
Project is one of a number of Long Range Planning Framework projects
that seeks to improve transportation connectivity within the New York
Metropolitan Region, an important factor in keeping Manhattan competi-
tive as a national and global center of commerce.
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Comment 11:

Response:

Comment 12:

Response:

® Reduced crowding on Queens-Manhattan and West Side subway lines.
During the AM peak hour in 2010, 1,185 fewer riders would board the
Manhattan-bound No. 7 Flushing line, which currently operates close to ca-
pacity during peak periods. The project would also remove approximately
6,000 riders on the northbound, or uptown, A/C/E lines in the AM peak
hour alone in 2010, as well as approximately 700 passengers on the 1/2/3/9
lines at 34th Street.

® Increased service to LIRR stations in eastern Queens. The Preferred Alter-
native would increase peak hour service on the Port Washington Branch,
which serves nine stations in Queens, as well as to other stations in Queens
on the Main Line and Babylon Branches and other branches with stations
in Queens. Service from Jamaica to the entire the East Side of Manhattan,
as well as to points north of Manhattan, would be streamlined via a connec-
tion between Jamaica and the subway and MNR at GCT. Furthermore, con-
nection to the LIRR at GCT would improve the ability of reverse com-
muters who live in New York City to access jobs in eastern Queens and in
Nassau and Suffolk Counties.

® Significant reductions in traffic. The Preferred Alternative would reduce
daily vehicle miles traveled in New York City by almost 230,000 by 2020.
This is in comparison with a reduction of almost 145,000 in the “suburbs”
of Nassau County and Suffolk County. Fewer cars would use city streets
and there would be less congestion on major river crossings into Manhat-
tan. These congestion reductions benefit city residents and businesses alike.

@ Significant reductions air pollution as a result of reductions in vehicle miles
traveled. New York City residents would experience reductions in regional
mobile source pollutants on the order of hundreds of tons per year. More
than two-thirds of these pollutant reductions would occur within New York

City.

Chapter 1, page 1-5, Table 1-1 adds up to 101 percent, not 100 percent.
(Chiang 3)

This table adds to 101 percent because of rounding.

The East Side Access Project should coordinate with regional entities such as
New Jersey Transit (NJ Transit), Amtrak, and sister agencies to prevent the
duplication of equipment and services and investigate through-running NJ
Transit and LIRR trains at Penn Station. (Azumah 3; Schumacher 4)

As described in the EIS in Chapter 1, “Project Purpose and Need,” (see page
1-19) and in Chapter 23, “Process and Public Participation,” the project has
coordinated extensively with regional transportation entities, including Am-
trak and NJ Transit. Further, the project includes a new rail station at Sunny-
side, Queens, that can be used not only by LIRR but also by NJ Transit and
Amtrak. Through-running of NJ Transit and LIRR trains is being investigated
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Comment 13:

Response:

by the Port Authority of New York & New Jersey (PANYNJ) as part of its
ARC study.

This project should be coordinated with and move forward in conjunction
with the Air Train Project. (Cornelius 1)

Kennedy Airport Access is an important component of the plan developed by
the Committee for Better Transit. With LIRR access completed in 4 to 5
years, instead of 11, a direct one-seat ride to Kennedy Airport could be of-
fered from GCT, avoiding the costly Port Authority shuttle link. CBT takes
strong exception to two points raised by LIRR planners: 1) that the East Side
Access Project is for the exclusive use of LIRR commuters, and 2) that peak
hour capacity constraints preclude direct operation of express trains to
Kennedy Airport. (Haikalis 6)

The East Side Access Terminal is the best starting point for another important
link in the city’s transit system—a one-seat rail trip from Manhattan to John
F. Kennedy International Airport. The DEIS should evaluate an alternative
scenario that includes a one-seat ride to JFK from the new East Side Access
terminal. At the very least, the new terminal should be built in a way that
would accommodate a one-seat ride to JFK in the future. Unless the DEIS is
revised to include consideration of a one-seat ride to JFK, the public and deci-
sion-makers will be denied an opportunity to fully evaluate and comment on
the potential effects of the proposal. (Rose 3)

The DEIS should evaluate how the proposed action would affect the potential
to provide a one-seat ride to JFK in the future. In the DEIS, peak-hour fore-
casts indicate that all 24 LIRR trains using the 63rd Street Tunnel and ser-
vicing Grand Central Terminal would be devoted to increasing LIRR com-
muter service under the proposed action. This would preclude the possibility
of providing a one-seat ride to JFK from Grand Central. (Rose 4)

As described in the DEIS in Chapter 1 (see pages 1-24 and 1-25), the East
Side Access Project is coordinating with PANYNJ’s Air Train Project, which
involves a light rail link from the Howard Beach subway station on the A line
to John F. Kennedy Airport, and a connection between the airport and both
LIRR and MTA New York City Transit (NYCT) service at Jamaica station in
Queens. This intermodal transportation center at Jamaica is due to be com-
pleted in 2003. The East Side Access Project would ensure that all improve-
ments required at Jamaica station for the additional LIRR service would be
compatible with the Air Train Project. Further, the new control room required
for the Air Train at Jamaica is being designed as a dual facility shared by
LIRR and PANYNJ.

The Preferred Alternative does not preclude a one-seat ride to JFK in the fu-
ture. The service plan for 24 trains in the peak hour described in the DEIS is
designed to meet the goals and objectives of the East Side Access Project and
is based on ridership projections for 2020. The service plan will continue to
be refined through the project development process.
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Comment 14:

Response:

Comment 15:

Response:

Comment 16:

Response:

The long-term ability to improve transportation from New Jersey and the west
should be added as a goal of the East Side Access Project. I urge you to con-
sider the feasibility of integrating the East Side Access Project into an overall
plan such as is contemplated in ARC. (Salmon 2)

As discussed on page 1-15 of the DEIS, East Side Access project goals were
developed at the start of the planning process and refined during initial prob-
lem identification and public outreach. The East Side Access Project has been
developed in coordination with ARC and the other projects included in the
MTA Long Range Planning Framework.

NJ Transit has been working with MTA and PANYNJ on the ARC study. As
the DEIS states, there has been coordination of these two projects, and others
through MTA’s Long Range Planning Framework. I am hopeful that this
coordination will continue as the ESA project advances through the FEIS and

engineering design phases, and it would be reassuring to see a statement to
that effect included in the FEIS. (Warsh 1)

The FEIS includes a statement to that effect in Chapter 1, “Project Purpose
and Need.”

Although a build alternative has not yet been selected for ARC, continued and
active coordination with ARC is strongly recommended. Specifically, NJ
Transit recommends that the ESA project allow for a commuter rail connec-
tion between New York Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal as identi-
fied in the early phases of the ARC. In addition, it would be desirable for
ESA to incorporate features to ensure the minimum disruption to GCT when
the connection is advanced. (Warsh 2)

The East Side Access Project has coordinated with ARC throughout its plan-
ning and preliminary design and engineering phase and will continue to coor-
dinate with ARC through final design and construction. Option 2 (the selected
engineering option) preserves the possibility for alternatives developed under
ARC to use GCT.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

DESIGN ALTERNATIVES

Comment 17:

Response:

The DEIS is deficient because it has not presented reasonable alternatives for
public evaluation. It is not reasonable for public agencies to simply say that
they have thought about other alternatives but discarded them because the
agencies did not think they met the project’s goals. (Fruchtman 9)

The East Side Access DEIS is the result of a planning process that has been
underway for more than 30 years. In January of 1995, the process reached a
point where project goals and objectives, along with project alternatives, were
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Comment 18:

Response:

Comment 19:

Response:

developed as part of an MIS sponsored by the MTA and LIRR and carried out
under the auspices of the FTA, the New York Metropolitan Transportation
Council (NYMTC), and the MTA. At the start of the MIS process, public
meetings on the scope of the analysis were held, at which the public was
invited to comment on and present alternatives. Several of the “long list”
alternatives in the MIS were developed as a result of the scoping process. The
MIS considered a total of 21 separate “build” alternatives, as described in de-
tail in the MIS. Appendix A of the DEIS provides an extensive summary of
the “long list” of 21 alternatives considered, the methodology for screening
these alternatives down to a “refined list” of alternatives, and the process by
which the Preferred Alternative was chosen. As part of the long-list
screening, alternatives were eliminated if they did not meet the project goals
identified in the MIS—1) to relieve capacity constraints in Penn Station, and
2) to improve travel times to East Midtown Manhattan. The public was given
the opportunity to comment on the findings of the MIS, including its selection
of a Preferred Alternative, through dozens of public information meetings and
a public hearing.

The alternatives presented are not sufficient to be considered a fair review of
other practical alternatives, especially in light of the $4.3 billion cost and the
long period of construction and disruption involved. Other, less costly
alternatives could accomplish the same goals as the Preferred Alternative.
(Fruchtman 1; Haikalis 1; Landow 1, 2; Schumacher 4, 5, 6; Pearlstein 2)

While the 21 alternatives considered in the MIS (see response to previous
comment) and summarized in Appendix A of the DEIS included alternatives
less costly than the one chosen as the Preferred Alternative, it was determined
that these less costly alternatives would not have accomplished the goals and
objectives set forth at the outset of the MIS.

Other alternatives should be included in the DEIS: 1) A new tunnel from the
most westerly end of the present LIRR tracks in Queens directly into GCT
that can carry bi-level trains; 2) An extension of the 42nd Street Shuttle train
west and south to Penn Station and farther west to the Javits Center, and east
to a new Second Avenue subway station, eliminating the need for an LIRR
terminal at GCT; 3) Connect the LIRR to Lower Manhattan by extending ser-
vice from the Atlantic Terminal in Brooklyn via subway lines; 4) Improve
CBD hubs outside of Manhattan to direct new growth away from Manhattan’s
CBD. (Fruchtman 7, 8; Schumacher 6)

The only hard alternative that has been studied has no capacity in the 63rd
Street Tunnel for bi-level trains. (Fruchtman 3)

As described above, the MIS analyzed a wide range of alternatives and identi-
fied the Preferred Alternative for analysis in the DEIS. Many of these were
reevaluated in the DEIS process. The specific alternatives described above
were not selected as the Preferred Alternative, for the following reasons:
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Comment 20:

Response:

1) The alternatives considered included a new tunnel to GCT, which is the
Preferred Alternative. This alternative uses the existing 63rd Street Tunnel,
which cannot currently accommodate bi-level trains. The Preferred Alterna-
tive allows 24 trains to reach Grand Central Terminal in the peak hour, which
is adequate to meet long-term projected demand. The MIS also considered
other alternatives, including a new tunnel beneath the East River (see Appen-
dix A of the DEIS).

2) Extending the Shuttle train west and south to Penn Station and beyond
would not meet the key goals and objectives of the East Side Access Project:
it would not improve travel time to East Midtown Manhattan for LIRR com-
muters significantly, it would not relieve train traffic congestion into Penn
Station or allow LIRR to increase its capacity into Manhattan during the peak
period, and it would not provide a one-seat ride for LIRR commuters. Such an
extension would only eliminate the need for some commuters to transfer from
the uptown 1/2/3/9 train to the Shuttle train, saving a minority of commuters
a small amount of travel time each day.

3) Alternatives that connect the LIRR to Lower Manhattan by extending ser-
vice from the Atlantic Terminal via subway lines were evaluated in the MIS
phase of the project (see alternatives 9C, 9D, 9E, and 9F). Such alternatives
were deemed to be operationally and institutionally infeasible, and were not
evaluated past the initial screening of long-list alternatives. This issue is also
being addressed by MTA’s Lower Manhattan Access study.

4) Policies related to the direction of growth and land use changes in New
York City are within the purview of the City of New York, not MTA or FTA.
While New York City is currently seeking to direct growth to areas outside of
Manbhattan’s CBD, it is not anticipated that growth outside Manhattan will re-
place growth in Manhattan, as projected by metropolitan transportation plan-
ning agencies. Nonetheless, the LIRR station proposed at Sunnyside, Queens
as part of the East Side Access Project would play an important role in sup-
porting development of a new central business district in Long Island City, an
area that the New York City Department of City Planning is actively seeking
to create. The City’s plans for the CBD in Long Island City are described in
Chapter 3 of the EIS, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy.”

A LIRR station at 31st Street and Park Avenue would be less costly than the
Preferred Alternative yet still achieve project goals of giving commuters di-
rect access to East Midtown Manhattan. (Schumacher 4)

The MIS considered two alternatives with new stations on the East Side along
the route to Penn Station (see Appendix A, Alternatives 5 and 6). One of
these alternatives was eliminated from consideration because it would aggra-
vate congestion at Penn Station; the other was eliminated because of several
factors that made it potentially operationally infeasible. These included the
additional time added to each train’s schedule because of the need to stop at
the new station en route to Penn Station, the constraints to reverse peak ser-
vice through the East River tunnels, and the limits to flexibility because of the
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Comment 21:

Response:

Comment 22:

Response:

Comment 23:

Response:

short distance between the new station and Penn Station. Moreover, as shown
in Figure 9C-7 in the DEIS, the majority of LIRR passengers who travel to the
East Side seek destinations north of 42nd Street.

There is an inadequate comparison and evaluation in the DEIS of the possibil-
ity of bringing both the LIRR Port Washington Branch and Main Lines
through the 63rd Street Tunnel to the formerly proposed Third Avenue
Terminal. (Epstein 9, Schumacher 5)

MIS Alternative 4C (Third Avenue via the Main Line) considered this possi-
bility as part of its in depth evaluation of the “refined list of project alterna-
tives.” As summarized on pages A-16 to A-18 of Appendix A to the East Side
Access DEIS, this alternative was determined to generate fewer daily riders,
save less travel time, cost more, and have greater community and environ-
mental impacts than the alternative chosen as the Preferred Alternative and
evaluated in the DEIS (and FEIS).

Since a significant segment of the market has destinations in the East 50's, a
combined LIRR/MNR station should be constructed in the area from 53rd to
57th Street, at which all trains en route to GCT would stop. (Landow 3)

As described in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the Preferred Alternative would include
exits from GCT as far north as 48th or 49th Street, allowing passengers to
head north directly from the platform. Creating a new station in the East 50's
would not be practicable, because it would be immediately adjacent to the
platforms at GCT, which extend as far north as approximately 48th Street. Fi-
nally, MNR and LIRR tracks in this area would be completely separate,
making a combined station very difficult.

A streamlined alternative, the “Apple Corridor,” proposed by the Committee
for Better Transit (CBT), can accomplish LIRR access to GCT for $1 billion
rather than over $3 billion. A benefit-cost analysis of Apple Corridor versus
Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative should be conducted. (Haikalis 1,
Pearlstein 2, Troy 1)

The region has far more transportation needs than the expected funding can
support. Thus, it is critical that the “gold plating” be removed from this
project and the link be built in the most “streamlined” cost-effective manner.
To do this, additions and modifications should be considered and the margin-

al cost/benefit analysis be completed on each change or group of changes.
(Dobrow 2)

The Apple Corridor plan, published by the Committee for Better Transit in
June 1996, was evaluated along with a number of other alternatives in the
MIS phase of the East Side Access Project and again during the development
of the DEIS. It was determined that the alternative eventually chosen as the
Preferred Alternative was superior to the Apple Corridor plan in a number of
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Comment 24:

Response:

Comment 25:

Response:

ways. A summary of that evaluation can be found on page A-22 of Appendix
A to the DEIS. Subsequent refinements to the Preferred Alternative as re-
flected in the DEIS have been developed with consideration of costs and
effectiveness.

In particular, the Apple Corridor plan does not meet the East Side Access Pro-
ject’s goals and objectives. The Apple Corridor plan is not capable of sus-
taining as high a level of service as East Side Access, and cannot meet the
service requirements of its own ridership forecast (for more on this, please
see the additional responses related to Apple Corridor, below). As also de-
tailed below, the Apple Corridor would remove five active Metro-North
tracks and three platforms from MNR service, restricting MNR’s operations
and cutting off MNR access to the upper-level loop track.

Perhaps most important, the estimated cost for the Apple Corridor plan is
missing key components required to make it feasible. Key elements include
the underpinning of buildings of Metro-North tunnels (as in Option 1 of the
Preferred Alternative), changes to platforms at GCT, additional cross pas-
sages and exits at GCT, new LIRR vehicles, midday train storage yards, ade-
quate connections at Harold, and real estate easements and acquisitions. The
plan also underestimates the costs of systems and of finishes in GCT. Inclu-
sion of these elements and adequate rolling stock would make the cost of the
Harold to GCT segment of Apple Corridor comparable to East Side Access.

The Committee for Better Transit (CBT) plan, which would use the five
westernmost upper-level platform tracks and the upper level loop track for
LIRR 63rd Street Tunnel service, has only modest, if any, impacts on Metro-
North operations. (Haikalis 2)

The CBT scheme would remove five active Metro-North tracks and three
platforms from MNR service, restricting MNR’s operations and cutting off
MNR access to the upper-level loop track. Additionally, construction of the
CBT scheme would (like construction of Option 1 of the Preferred Alterna-
tive) require taking critical MNR tracks out of service for extended periods of
time. Moreover, the Apple Corridor Plan would not provide any additional
cross-passageways or exits in GCT to handle additional passengers.

The CBT plan provides capacity for LIRR operations at GCT equivalent to
that of either option of the Preferred Alternative as outlined in the DEIS—24
trains allocated to the LIRR and 6 for direct Kennedy Airport service.
(Haikalis 3)

As outlined in its 1996 plan, Apple Corridor cannot provide the required level
of service for LIRR customers provided by East Side Access. The CBT ser-
vice goal at GCT is to aim for a capacity of 30 trains per hour. The ability to
achieve such a service level within the Apple Corridor plan has not been
demonstrated.
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Comment 26:

Response:

Comment 27:

Response:

Apple Corridor’s loop track at GCT is not suitable for operating the numbers
of commuter rail trains in reverse service that would be required to achieve
East Side Access service levels. Additionally, Apple Corridor’s simplified
track scheme at Harold Interlocking in Sunnyside would not allow reliable
operation of peak-direction trains to and from GCT and Penn Station, which
would limit the system’s capacity. Furthermore, the new vehicles proposed by
the plan would fit far fewer passengers than LIRR commuter trains (320 to
640 passengers per train, vs. 1,440 for a typical LIRR train). For these rea-
sons, the Apple Corridor cannot provide the service required for the riders it
predicts would use the new system.

The CBT plan provides a midday storage plan for LIRR railcars that would
eliminate the need for the creation of a new storage yard in Queens. One plan
would be to increase reverse-peak service and have trains lay up at the eastern
ends of LIRR lines (as is done for NYCT subways and buses), thereby re-
ducing costs. (Haikalis 4)

The project should evaluate a minimum approach of providing connection
from the 63rd Street Tunnel to only two LIRR tracks at Sunnyside and pro-
viding no new storage facilities. (Dobrow 3)

The LIRR Main Line to Jamaica consists of four tracks. Currently, it operates
with three tracks in the peak direction and one track in the reverse peak direc-
tion. The peak service at GCT and Penn Station would utilize the entire ca-
pacity of the three peak-direction tracks, and the single reverse peak track
would be able to sustain only about one-third as many trains as the three
tracks. The balance of two-thirds of the trains must be provided with midday
storage somewhere west of Harold Interlocking. Given that the LIRR’s West
Side Yard at Penn Station is already fully utilized, the requirement for East
Side Access midday storage is absolute, barring an increase in the number of
Main Line tracks, which has never been contemplated. The costs of such a
proposal are inestimable. For these reasons, East Side Access must construct
a midday storage yard in Queens, as well as dedicated leads from the 63rd
Street Tunnel to that yard (requiring more than two tracks connecting the tun-
nel to the LIRR mainline). For further discussion of reverse peak service, see
response to Comment 39 below.

More productive use of existing Penn Station tunnels can be accomplished in
the near term, prior to the construction of East Side Access: “through opera-
tion” of trains from New Jersey to Long Island, construction of the Sunnyside
Station prior to completion of East Side Access, coordinating other subway
projects with East Side Access to relieve crowding on both Penn Station area
subways and the Lexington Avenue line. (Haikalis 5)

Regarding coordinating the East Side Access Project with other subway
projects to relieve Lexington Avenue subway crowding, Chapter 9 of the
DEIS discusses a number of measures to mitigate anticipated crowding. The
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Comment 28:

Response:

LIRR and NYCT continue to collaborate on means of improving subway ser-
vice and connections in and around both Penn Station and GCT. Please see
section 9C of the FEIS and response to Comment 92 below for details on the
mitigation for subway crowding.

Regarding through operation of trains, the East Side Access Project does not
preclude this concept, as discussed in the response to Comment 37. Through-
running of NJ Transit and LIRR trains is being investigated by the PANYNJ
as part of its ARC study.

Regarding construction of Sunnyside station prior to completion of East Side
Access, see response to Comment 51 below.

I have submitted a number of reports noting the benefits of alterations to the
design of the project and how it brings LIRR trains into GCT, including con-
nections to the Biltmore Room, using the existing loop track, and simplifying
the approach into GCT from Park Avenue. The plans described in these re-
ports should be included in the DEIS as a third option of the Preferred Alter-
native. Specifically, my suggestions are as follows: 1) A direct connection be-
tween the LIRR platforms and the Biltmore Room should be incorporated in-
to the Preferred Alternative, as detailed in my report, “LIRR Access to the
GCT Arrival Station (Biltmore Room),” October 1999. 2) If the Grand Cen-
tral loop track were to be used to its full capacity of 12 mph instead of 6 mph
(as detailed in “More Than You Ever Wanted to Know About the Grand Cen-
tral Loop Tracks” November 1999), this would eliminate the need for stub-
ended tracks for the LIRR terminal, an interlocking north of the terminal, and
grade-separated approaches to the terminal, all in Option 1 of the Preferred
Alternative. (Landow 2)

The two options of the Preferred Alternative were developed after careful
consideration of many factors, including those that constrain MNR operations
at GCT. The option referenced in this comment appears similar to Option 1,
but would use MNR tracks J and A for LIRR access to GCT, among other dif-
ferences. MNR has indicated that severe operational constraints would occur
should track J be taken out of service for even a temporary time period to con-
struct Option 1. Taking these tracks permanently for LIRR usage would
create an unacceptable impact on MNR service. Moreover, MTA has selected
Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative rather than Option 1, as it is superior
particularly in terms of risks during construction. Since Option 1 would have
to be constructed in close proximity to both Park Avenue building basements
and existing Metro North tunnels, regardless of how the loop track is used, 1t
would be more difficult to construct than Option 2.

It is anticipated that both options of the Preferred Alternative would include
connection from the platforms to the Biltmore Room. Option 1 would connect
the two westernmost LIRR platforms up into the Biltmore Room, similar to
the plan suggested in the paper. Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative could
likewise include a connection from the southern end of the LIRR concourse,
up into the Biltmore Room. (Connections to the Biltmore Room are subject
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Comment 29:

Response:

Comment 30:

Response:

Comment 31:

Response:

Comment 32:

Response:

Comment 33:

to approval by the State Historic Preservation Office at the New York State
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.)

To get East Side Access trains off the Main Line and onto the spur that leads
to GCT, a flying junction is necessary. A slow, 20 or 30 mph, junction would
be a waste of money. (Azumah 2)

The East Side Access Project does not include a slow junction. A slow speed
junction would adversely affect train schedules, and would also adversely af-
fect the overall capacity of the Main Line by requiring Penn Station-bound
trains to slow down behind GCT-bound trains. The project’s design for the
reconfigured Harold Interlocking incorporates #20 turnouts for all three East
Side Access connections, which are suitable for diverging moves at 40 miles
per hour. This is the maximum speed allowed by the curvature of the tracks
in the tunnels to be built under Sunnyside Yard.

If you are going to build a separate terminal for the LIRR, make sure you have
a connection from the Metro-North main tracks that come from the upstate re-
gions down to the new LIRR terminal. (Azumah 6)

A track connection between LIRR and MNR is not contemplated. Please note
that the two systems use different types of third-rail shoes for power.

I would prefer Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative if and only if LIRR elec-
tric trains will have dual shoes (i.e., top-running and bottom-running third rail
shoes). Since this is not practical, Option 2 should be chosen. (Hitch 1)

1 prefer Option 2, because it would be less expensive and less disruptive.

(Ausnit 1)

As described in Chapter 2 of the EIS, Option 2 is the preferred engineering
option for the Manhattan alignment and station.

Make sure the two outer tracks can be pointed in a direction to continue on to
downtown Manhattan, as is currently being studied for the Lower Manhattan
Access Project. (Azumah 7)

All of the LIRR tracks at GCT under either option would point to the south.

Option 2 is potentially consistent with the goal of the ARC study while
Option 1 is not. For this reason, Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative should
be eliminated from consideration due to its higher cost and reduced transpor-
tation benefit to the region in the long run. (Salmon 1)
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Response:

Comment 34:

Response:

Comment 35:

Response:

The relative advantages of Option 2 over Option 1 are noted in the DEIS on
pages S-10 and 2-11. As described there, Option 2 is the preferred engi-
neering option for the Preferred Alternative.

Evaluate the feasibility of modifying the Preferred Alternative Option 2 in the
future to extend the deep rock tunnels to the south and west, thereby con-
verting the proposed terminal to a through-station. (Salmon 3)

Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative protects the possibility for a future con-
nection between Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and other points.

The DEIS did not analyze the TSM Alternative as rigorously as the No Build
and the two Build options. For example, the DEIS discusses the possibility
that a new Queens ferry pier may be needed to accommodate future riders
from increased train service to Long Island City; however, it defers the analy-
sis of that possibility by stating that environmental impacts of that action
would be addressed in future permitting actions, should those take place.
Also, the air quality section attempts to dismiss the necessity for modeling the
TSM Alternative, claiming that it would not generate significant vehicular ac-
tivity or affect traffic conditions significantly in the Manhattan study area.
However, the TSM Alternative will affect transportation operations in both
Manhattan and Queens, as well as other projects that are planned to be com-
pleted, such as the first phase of the MESA project, but those impacts to the
transportation system are never fully considered in the DEIS. As such, claims
of insignificant increases in bus volumes and traffic volumes may not be
valid. We strongly recommend that the FEIS present a more comprehensive
analysis of the environmental impacts of the TSM Alternative. (Hargrove 3)

The Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations (40 CFR Part 1500) im-
plementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require that EISs
“should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alterna-
tives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a
clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public”
(40 CFR 1502.14). In addition to the Preferred Alternative, the DEIS prepared
for the East Side Access Project includes two other alternatives for compari-
son to the project: the No Action Alternative and the Transportation Systems
Management (TSM) Alternative. Both are provided to allow decisionmakers
and the public to understand the benefits and impacts of the Preferred Alter-
native in the context of what would happen without the project, and what
would happen with a smaller investment in transportation improvements.

As described in the DEIS, the purpose of the TSM Alternative for East Side
Access is to increase capacity (and, consequently, ridership) for commuters
traveling from Long Island to the East Side of Manhattan without a major in-
vestment of funds. Consequently, the TSM Alternative presented in the DEIS
consists primarily of changes to service provided on the LIRR (e.g., longer
trains, increased frequency, better connections to the subway and ferry), and
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would not involve major construction. The detailed ridership analysis con-
ducted for the project included projections of riders for the No Action, TSM,
and Preferred Alternatives, and demonstrates that the TSM Alternative cannot
meet the goals of the project: it would not substantially increase the number
of riders on the LIRR or significantly change the numbers of people traveling
to the East Side of Manhattan via the LIRR. Overall, the TSM Alternative
would have only a slight reduction in the number of vehicle trips to Manhat-
tan from the No Action Alternative.

For these reasons, the analysis of the TSM Alternative in the DEIS is appro-
priate. Overall, the TSM Alternative would not differ greatly in its effects—
whether benefits or adverse effects—f{rom the No Action Alternative. Each
chapter of the DEIS includes a discussion of the TSM Alternative that ex-
plains how it differs from the No Action Alternative, if at all. Where relevant,
these analyses are provided in detail (for example, detailed discussions of the
visual and aesthetic considerations, historic resources, and archaeological re-
sources are provided for the TSM Alternative), and where meaningful, they
are quantified in the DEIS. Specifically, the ridership forecasts provided in
Appendix C and summarized in Chapter 9 provide conclusions for the No
Action, TSM, and Preferred Alternatives. The effect of the service changes
included in the TSM Alternative would be to shift some LIRR riders who
would otherwise arrive at Penn Station to the LIRR terminals at Hunterspoint
Avenue and Long Island City in Queens, and Flatbush Avenue in Brooklyn
(see Table 9B-2 on page 9B-5 in the DEIS). Most of these new riders would
transfer to the subways near those terminal stations, although some would
also transfer to the ferry. The analysis in Chapter 9, section D describes the
effects of the new riders in the TSM Alternative on the No. 7 subway line.
Table 9B-4 has been revised in the FEIS to list the riders generated by the
TSM Alternative as well as the No Action and Preferred Alternatives.

With respect to the pier cited in the comment, please note that, given the
ridership projections for the TSM Alternative, a new pier at the Queens ferry
terminal may not be necessary. Nonetheless, the DEIS does indicate the po-
tential for an impact on water quality from the TSM Alternative and cites the
need for permits from appropriate agencies. The permitting process is in-
tended to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts on water quality. With respect
to air quality, the DEIS indicates that the TSM Alternative would not change
traffic conditions in Manhattan or on Long Island in comparison with the No
Action condition. This statement is correct and supported by the ridership
forecasts and traffic analyses presented in Chapter 9. Without a change in ve-
hicular trips, air quality also would not change compared with the No Action
Alternative. Regardless of the other transportation projects planned for the re-
gion, the TSM Alternative still would not increase vehicular trips to Manhat-
tan and therefore would not affect microscale air quality.
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OPERATIONAL ASPECTS

Comment 36:

Response:

Comment 37:

Response:

Comment 38:

Response:

There is no storage capacity at Grand Central so you have to bring the trains
back through those tunnels, which will reduce capacity. (Fruchtman 4)

We have a lot of storage concerns: where will you put the extra trains?
(Azumah 4)

As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” East Side Access trains
would be stored during the midday period in a new storage yard adjacent to
Sunnyside Yard in Queens. With this design, the project would bring 24
trains to GCT during the peak hour, which would meet long-term demand.

Together with any East Side Access plan should be through-running of NJ
Transit and LIRR trains through Penn Station. At present, both LIRR and NJ
Transit must both reverse direction at Penn Station, yet the station is designed
for through operation. This would benefit passengers who desire to travel be-
tween points in New Jersey and Long Island. There would be no additional
cost. In fact, there would be cost savings in the number of trains required as
well as in reduced crews. Limited new catenary could be strung to serve NJ
Transit cars (Schumacher 7, Azumah 3)

Any rail project in the region should be designed consistent with the goal of
converting the existing discrete commuter rail lines into an integrated re-
gional rail system with through-running and pattern operations. (Dobrow 6)

NJ Transit currently runs through Penn Station and the East River Tunnels to
Sunnyside Yard in Queens, where it stores trains during the midday. The Pre-
ferred Alternative strives to integrate regional commuter rail lines in a num-
ber of ways: 1) by introducing LIRR service into GCT, allowing for easy
transfers to and from MNR service; 2) by constructing a Sunnyside station
that could be used by regional commuter rail providers such as the LIRR,
Amtrak, and NJ Transit; 3) by reducing train traffic congestion at Penn Sta-
tion, potentially allowing MNR to introduce service to West Midtown Man-
hattan; 4) by designing a LIRR terminal at GCT that could potentially be ex-
tended south, to Lower Manhattan, or south and west, to Penn Station.

Through-running of NJ Transit and LIRR trains is being investigated by
PANYNI as part of its ARC study.

Although the project doesn’t suggest additional service to stations on LIRR
lines such as the Port Washington Branch and the Atlantic Branch in Queens,
the project should look at the possibility of more service on these branches.
(Olmstead 1)

As described in the DEIS in Chapter 2 (see page 2-25), it is anticipated that
three to six trains would be added during the peak hour on the Port Washing-
ton Branch as well as the Babylon and Ronkonkoma Branches, and two trains
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Comment 39:

Response:

would be added during the peak hour on the Long Beach, Far Rockaway, and
Hempstead Branches.

It would be helpful to know more about the future of reverse-peak service;
this is not explained thoroughly. A full description of expected LIRR service
to Penn Station and GCT after completion of East Side Access should be in
the body of the final EIS. (Schank 13)

The DEIS discusses operational aspects of the project in Chapter 2, “Project
Alternatives,” on page 2-25, and presents a service plan for LIRR service to
Penn Station and GCT on page 9B-3 and 9B-4, as well as in Appendix C,
“Ridership Forecasting Results Report.” As noted in the DEIS on page 2-25,
“Reverse commute service on most branches throughout the LIRR system
would more than double as compared to the No Action Alternative. To ac-
commodate GCT service, the Preferred Alternative would increase peak hour
reverse commute service from 11 trains under the No Action Alternative to 24
trains, with 12 trains operating from Penn Station and 12 trains operating
from GCT. Service to Main Line destinations, Ronkonkoma, and Huntington
stations would be provided at 20-minute intervals from Manhattan during
peak periods (currently, reverse peak trains run approximately hourly).” This
information has been added to the discussion of the operating plan provided
in Chapter 9, section B, in the FEIS (see pages 9B-4 and 9B-5). A detailed
operating plan for LIRR East Side Access service (which will include details
of reverse-peak service and full-day scheduling), is being developed as pre-
liminary engineering advances, based on the service planning levels indicated
in the EIS.

NEW TERMINAL AT GCT

Comment 40:

Response:

Comment 41:

Response:

The project should be evaluated starting with minimum new construction at
GCT. (Dobrow 5)

Throughout the evolution of the Preferred Alternative, from its articulation in
the MIS, to its preliminary design as shown in the DEIS, the project team has
strived for efficiency in design and construction, in GCT and at all other
project sites. The Preferred Alternative represents the minimum new con-
struction at GCT required to serve the projected demand in 2020.

The proposed LIRR terminal under GCT in Option 2 of the Preferred Alterna-
tive is too deep. At 125 feet below the surface, it would require an escalator
ride the equivalent of 12 stories up, greater than for any other transit project
in existence. (Adler 1, Schumacher 1)

The preliminary design of Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative takes into ac-
count a number of factors vital to the successful engineering and operation of
East Side Access service into GCT. Three factors had to be accounted for in
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designing the approach to and from the terminal at GCT: 1) the constructa-
bility of the tunnels and station without unreasonable risk, 2) the need to
minimize operational impacts to Metro-North and its customers, and 3) the
need to transport passengers safely and effectively.

Please note that since publication of the DEIS, the design of the station to be
developed under Option 2 has been revised, and to ensure that the terminal
station and approach tunnels are both constructable and operationally feasi-
ble, the depth of the LIRR terminal at GCT may continue to be revised during
final design and preliminary engineering. Currently, two design concepts are
being considered for the Option 2 terminal, both of which would require
fewer tracks and one less platform than presented in the DEIS. Under either
concept, a new passenger concourse would occupy the westernmost track area
of GCT’s lower level—the area that would be used for LIRR’s new tracks
and platforms under Option 1. New LIRR tracks and platforms would be lo-
cated beneath the concourse area. The two design options being considered
vary in the layout of the tracks and platforms under Option 2: one concept
would have eight tracks served by four platforms on one new lower level, ap-
proximately 90 feet below the new concourse and existing lower level at
GCT, while the other concept would have eight tracks served by four plat-
forms on two new levels, approximately 90 feet and 110 feet below the con-
course level. Under either concept, passengers would travel to street level on
several different sets of escalators, not on a single escalator as suggested by
the comment. Passengers would travel on one of many escalators from the
platform level to a mezzanine level, then on a different escalator from the
mezzanine level to the concourse in the existing lower level of Grand Central
Terminal. From the concourse, they could ascend to a street exit or into Grand
Central.

Regardless of the depth of the tunnels and terminal at GCT, all areas would
be designed to be safe—in accordance with NFPA 130 fire regulations, as
described in the “Safety and Security” section below—and to minimize travel
times up to the LIRR concourse and the street. The station would be devel-
oped following modern safety standards, and would have multiple banks of
high-speed escalators to bring passengers to the surface. Overall, the new sta-
tion design would be state-of-the-art, with safety features more advanced than
those in existing stations in the region.

The LIRR terminal at GCT would not be the deepest transit station in exis-
tence (for example, Washington State Park station in Portland, Oregon is ap-
proximately 280 feet underground and Hampstead Heath station on the
Northern Line in London is approximately 200 feet deep). In fact, transit sta-

tions greater than 100 feet underground are not uncommon, as shown in Table
28-1.
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Comment 42:

Response:

Comment 43:

Table 28-1
Selected Deep Transit Stations

Approximate
Depth from Street
Station Location to Platform (feet)
Lexington Ave/63rd St, B/Q Line New York, NY ) 140
190th St, A Line New York, NY 210
mzzzwgg:‘gﬁﬂi‘:{‘é Weehawken, NJ 160
Washington State Park Portland, OR ~ 280
Wheaton ! Washington, DC 115
Bethesda ' Washington, DC | 120
Medical Center Washington, DC | 122
Dupont Circle. _ Washington, DC | 105
st et London, UK
Haussmann/St. Lazarre, Line E | Paris, France e 110
Avenida de America, Line 9 ‘ Madrid, Spain 145
Cuatro Caminos, Line 6 Madrid, Spain 160
Moto-Asakusa Tokyo, Japan 115
Roppongi Tokyo, Japan - 130
Shinjuku Tokyo, Japan 115
Ochimachi f Tokyo, Japan 125
Korakuen, Nan-Boku Line Tokyo, Japan 125

The new LIRR station in GCT should be fully ADA accessible, with connec-
tions between the LIRR, MNR, and all subway lines in the area created or im-
proved. Direct ramp or elevator transfers should be created between the LIRR
and MNR, and the Lexington Avenue and No. 7 subways. (Aryel 3)

The new LIRR station in GCT would be fully ADA accessible and provide con-
nections between the LIRR, MNR, and the Main Concourse of GCT. All plat-
forms of the new terminal would be served by elevators connecting to the Main
Concourse. Creating ADA access to the subway stations at GCT would require
reconfiguring those stations, which is outside the scope and control of the East
Side Access Project. All subway platforms at GCT, with the exception of the
No. 7 platform, are ADA accessible. Construction of a new elevator to this new
platform is currently under way, so that the No. 7 platform will be ADA acces-
sible as well before the East Side Access Project opens.

Signs with good contrast and large letters should replace existing signage in
the Main Concourse, and be included as part of the new LIRR facilities.

(Aryel 4)
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Response:

All signs in the new LIRR facilities would be designed to maximize read-
ability. While some signs would be added to existing areas of GCT, there are
no plans to replace existing signs in the historic Main Concourse with new

signs.

VENTILATION PLANT AT 47 EAST 44TH STREET

Comment 44:

Response:

The ventilation facility proposed for construction at 47 East 44th Street could
be constructed on property owned by the MTA, eliminating the need to take
privately owned property. The facility could be constructed in the current
location of either a 1-story extension in the rear of 347 Madison, or a 3-story
extension on the south side of 45th Street, at the eastern property line of 347
Madison Avenue. (Epstein 1)

During the Major Investment Study it was recognized that in locating the
planned LIRR terminal station within the western segment of the lower level
of GCT a source of outside air must be introduced. The current ventilation
system in place for MNR depends on existing easements through various air
rights buildings that are above GCT as its source of outdoor air.

Two possibilities were explored between 43rd Street and 48th Street: a sur-
face location and an underground system in the bed of a street. The under-
ground system was not viable because of either the lack of sidewalk surface
area for ventilation gratings or the encumbrance of such space by below-
grade construction, such as the MNR facilities beneath 46th and 47th Streets.
Further restricting the use of an underground location was the need to accom-
modate off-street entrances, which would use the bed of the street to connect
the lower level of GCT to an entrance within an above-ground building.

The surface-site alternative required a location adjacent to the west wall of
the GCT trainshed, which is approximately midblock between Vanderbilt and
Madison Avenues. The air ducts necessary to move the air, some 300 square
feet in cross section, could not be located directly above the planned LIRR
terminal area, as this space is occupied by MNR operating tracks and passen-
ger platforms. Each of the blocks between 43rd Street and 48th Street is occu-
pied solely by high-rise buildings except for Block 1279, between 44th and
45th Street. The two properties abutting the west wall of GCT on this block
are 47 East 44th Street and 347 Madison Avenue, which is owned by the
MTA.

A portion of the 347 Madison Avenue site is planned to be used for an off-
street entrance, which would require extensive reconfiguration of the building
utility supply systems located in the cellar areas along the building’s 45th
Street frontage. This extensive reconstruction of the building’s utility supply
systems would also require the use of the cellar area at the building’s eastern
property line (under a 3-story portion of the building), precluding its use as a
ventilation facility. Furthermore, the structural building columns in the nar-
row 3-story portion of 347 Madison Avenue, as well as the adjacent freight
elevator that services the building and its cellars, prevent this space from
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Comment 45:

Response:

Comment 46:

Response:

Comment 47:

Response:

being converted for use as a ventilation facility. The 1-story courtyard space
just south of this narrow 3-story portion of 347 Madison Avenue could not be
used for the ventilation facility due to its interior location: construction access
would have to be through the aforementioned 3-story portion of 347 Madison
on the south side of 45th Street, which is not feasible for the reasons men-
tioned above. Furthermore, blocking this courtyard would block light and air
to adjacent building facades.

Specifics regarding the proposed ventilation and/or HVAC plant proposed for
47 East 44th Street are inadequate, which leaves in doubt the actual intentions
of the MTA in connection with the proposed condemnation of this building.
The DEIS states (on pages 6-22 and 6-23) only that the MTA and its sub-
sidiaries are not subject to New York City zoning requirements. (Epstein 3)

The DEIS includes a discussion of the ventilation plant required at 47 East
44th Street in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives” (pages 2-21 and 2-22) and
Chapter 5, “Economic Conditions” (page 5-25). As described in the DEIS
(see page 6-22), the new facility would occupy the same width and depth as
the 5-story building now on the site, but would be of a greater (though at this
time undetermined) height than the structure it would be replacing. The de-
sign for the new vent building is still under way. The DEIS also says that “Al-
though MTA and its subsidiaries are not subject to New York City zoning re-
quirements, the design of the building would be coordinated with appropriate
city agencies. The owners of adjacent buildings, including the Yale Club,
would be provided with preliminary engineering design and artist renderings
of the building, as they become available.” The fact that the design of the vent
plant is not yet finalized does not in any way cast doubt on the need for a ven-
tilation facility at 47 East 44th Street to provide fresh air for the new station
to be developed for East Side Access.

The proposed ventilation facility would not need occupy the entire 25'x 100’
plot at 47 East 44th Street. The need for less space is certainly evident under
Option 1. (Epstein 4)

Vent shafts, access shafts, and ventilation equipment would occupy the entire
25' x 100’ plot at 47 East 44th Street under either option of the Preferred
Alternative.

The proposed ventilation facility at 47 East 44th Street would appear to vent
into the existing louver vents at the rear of 345 Madison Avenue (owned by
the MTA), adversely affecting the MTA itself. (Epstein 5)

Any exhaust that would vent from the roof or front of the proposed ventila-
tion facility at 47 East 44th Street would be ducted away from operable win-
dows or intake vents on adjacent buildings.
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SUNNYSIDE STATION

Comment 48:

Response:

Comment 49:

Response:

Comment 50:

Response:

Think carefully about the design of the Sunnyside station. Make sure passen-
gers originating in diesel territory have a viable way of getting to the city.
Provide an easy and practical transfer without steps (as shown in the drawings
with escalators). (Troy 2)

Current plans call for passengers in diesel territory destined for GCT to trans-
fer trains at Jamaica station rather than Sunnyside station (which would serve
only Penn-Station-bound trains). To the extent practicable, the transfer at Ja-
maica would be an across-the-platform transfer from the diesel or dual-mode
coach to the GCT-bound train. This would be consistent with current transfer
practices at Jamaica station.

A better connection between the proposed Sunnyside station and other transit
and Queens Plaza is necessary. (Nolan 4)

The proposed Sunnyside station would be developed at the junction of the
LIRR Main Line/Port Washington Branch tracks and the Queens Boulevard
bridge. For this station to be useful to most LIRR customers, it must be lo-
cated along these Main Line tracks leading to and from Penn Station, so that
adequate service can be provided to the station. From the Sunnyside station,
passengers would be able to walk a short distance (along the Queens Boule-
vard bridge) to the E, F, G, and R subway lines. Since the north-south loca-
tion of the station cannot be altered (it must be sited along the existing Main
Line/Port Washington Branch tracks), the station’s east-west location is pro-
posed for an area directly under the Queens Boulevard bridge to allow for the
most direct connection to Queens Plaza subway stations. As described in the
DEIS, this bridge is scheduled to be reconstructed in the near future to
provide wider sidewalks as well as a new bikeway.

In addition, the MTA has allocated $2 million in its current Capital Program
to study improvements to pedestrian connections between the new Sunnyside
station and other transit stations in Long Island City.

The new station in Sunnyside, Queens, designed to buttress the burgeoning
growth of the Long Island City CBD, will result in more pedestrian activity.
This may necessitate the addition of open space to accommodate the needs of
the increasing number of workers and residents in the area. This could be
achieved by creating a public plaza with concession stands and landscaped
with trees and benches. (Laird 1)

The city’s Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing to rezone an area
of Long Island City in the vicinity of Queens Plaza to permit development of
the scale and type that would create a new Central Business District (CBD) in
New York. The zoning changes proposed, which would create the Special
Long Island City Mixed Use District, would require new developments on
blocks in the vicinity of Queens Plaza to provide new public open spaces. The
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Comment 51:

Response:

Comment 52:

Response:

design requirements for such open spaces include seating, lighting, and
planting and tree requirements. A discussion of these open space provisions
for new developments allowed by the rezoning have been added to the FEIS
in Chapter 4, “Social Conditions.”

The DEIS should explain why the Sunnyside station must be tied to East Side
Access. It is not clear from reading the DEIS exactly why the station could
not be built independently or as part of the TSM Alternative. (Schank 12)

Due to capacity constraints to train service in the area of Harold Interlocking
(in the Sunnyside Yard vicinity), a new Sunnyside station would not be
operationally feasible without the improvements proposed as part of East Side
Access. To add Sunnyside station as a stop for LIRR trains en route to Penn
Station, some trains moving though Harold Interlocking would have to be re-
routed to new, GCT-bound tracks planned under the East Side Access Project.
Without East Side Access, stopping trains at Sunnyside station would create
an unacceptable logjam of trains at Harold Interlocking.

A streamlined project should be evaluated without the frills, starting with no
Long Island City station. (Dobrow 4)

The construction of a LIRR station in Sunnyside, Queens would improve the
ability of both the LIRR and potentially Amtrak and NJ Transit, to serve the
planned fourth New York City CBD in Long Island City, Queens (as dis-
cussed on page 3-36 of the DEIS). By relieving train traffic congestion in the
vicinity of Harold Interlocking, East Side Access would permit the con-
struction of such a station, which could not be constructed without East Side
Access.

PROJECT COSTS

Comment 53:

Throughout the DEIS, assumptions regarding Amtrak’s payment of East Side
Access Project-generated expenses are in error. These costs should be added
to the East Side Access Project costs noted in the DEIS section on Commit-
ment of Resources and elsewhere; otherwise, it cannot be assumed that the
underlying improvements will be built, and the resultant impacts must be
disclosed. Tables 2-3 and 22-7 include a statement that certain improvements
benefit Amtrak operations and declares that improvements “would be funded
by the agencies that most directly benefit from the improvements, and not as
part of the total East Side Access capital costs.” The DEIS assumes that Am-
trak will pay for a fourth loop track, the westbound bypass, and permanent lo-
cation of Buildings 2, 3, and 4 in Sunnyside Yard. These features provide no
benefit to Amtrak, and even if they did, there are no plans or money in its
budget to pay for them. (Ernst 1B)
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Response:

The note in Tables 2-3 and 22-7 of the DEIS is incorrect: East Side Access
Project costs do include the westbound bypass at Harold Interlocking and the
additional loop track and its associated tunnel and retaining wall. The tables
are corrected in the FEIS (see Chapters 2 and 22). Further, as a result of
changes to the construction plan for East Side Access in Queens, described
earlier, demolition or use of Buildings 2, 3, and 4 in Sunnyside Yard is not re-
quired. To the extent that there may be legitimate costs for project elements
that benefit Amtrak, these will be the subject of future discussions between
Amtrak and MTA/LIRR.

OTHER COMMENTS

Comment 54:

Response:

If MTA chooses the option which requires underpinning of private buildings,
that work must be filed with and approved by the Buildings Department,
along with any other modifications to these buildings. (Visconti 1)

MTA has selected Option 2, which does not require underpinning of private
buildings. This option was selected specifically to avoid the difficult con-
struction and risk associated with the underpinning of buildings and tunnels
required by Option 1.

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS

Comment 55:

Response:

The public has not had an adequate opportunity to comment on the DEIS with
respect to the Long Island storage yard sites. You should re-open the
comment period to allow time for the Planning Department of the Town of
Huntington and residents who would be affected by the new yard to voice
their concerns. As a public agency, you should notify and gather input from
the involved community before taking action. Inadequate outreach efforts
were made and insufficient notices were provided over MTA’s proposed yard
in Greenlawn. While there were many informational meetings listed for the
New York City area, only a single meeting was held in Suffolk County to dis-
cuss environmental issues and studies. A public hearing should have been
held on Long Island. I invite you to send a representative to hear the com-
ments made at the public meeting being held on August 15, and [ urge you to
include these comments as part of the DEIS process. (Cuthbertson 1, Gaye 2)

The text throughout the FEIS has been clarified with respect to the yard sites.
The DEIS for the East Side Access Project included an analysis of eight
potential rail storage yards in Nassau and Suffolk Counties, based on sites
identified through a preliminary screening process conducted by the LIRR
(see page 2-34 of the DEIS). That discussion is no longer applicable. Since
that time, the LIRR has continued to explore the possible alternatives for
developing new yard space and, based on community input, has determined
that it will initiate a new site selection process for any new yards to be
developed. The process of identifying potentially appropriate sites for the
new yards and selecting preferred alternatives for those sites will be
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Comment 56:

conducted in the future by the LIRR. Planning for the storage yards is
currently at a very early stage. At present, no site on any LIRR branch has the
status of a preferred yard location.

The decision whether to go forward with one or more additional storage
yards, where the yard or yards should be located, and the details concerning
expansion of the existing yards will be the subject of a tiered environmental
review. Under a tiered NEPA EIS approach, the lead agency focuses on the
issues that are ripe for decision in the first-tier document and prepares further
environmental analyses as elements of the subsequent actions become
adequately defined.

The steps that will be followed in the storage yard development process, to be
conducted through a comprehensive public outreach process, are as follows:

Develop site selection evaluation criteria
Identify a list of potential sites

Perform screening analyses

Identify potential environmental impacts
Develop mitigation measures.

RS

As the new storage yards would not be developed for a number of years, the
public outreach and environmental review process for these yards has not yet
begun. Therefore, at this time, it is not possible to identify the specific
locations of new yards to be developed to meet the LIRR’s future needs.

Because the increased need for storage yards is one of the foreseeable envi-
ronmental impacts of the East Side Access Project, this FEIS includes an
analysis of that impact. The FEIS identifies seven sites in Nassau and Suffolk
Counties to illustrate the types of impacts that could occur with development
of new yard facilities on Long Island. As noted above, this is a change from
the DEIS, which described those seven sites as part of the site selection pro-
cess for new LIRR storage yards. It should also be noted that an eighth site,
at Hazeltine in the Town of Huntington, Suffolk County, was also described
in the DEIS but is not included in this FEIS. This site has been eliminated be-
cause the DEIS identified significant adverse impacts associated with the
site's proximity to residential neighborhoods and because of community input
received during the public comment period for the East Side Access Project’s
DEIS.

Please note that all comments received through December 1, 2000 were in-
cluded in this chapter.

The DEIS states that the proposed Greenlawn facility would be potentially in-
compatible with residential neighborhoods to the north and south and with the
Town of Huntington’s Comprehensive Plan and zoning for the site. Given this
fact and that you have listed the Greenlawn rail yard as your number one pre-
ferred location for such a facility, I request that you re-open your site
selection process and seek locations that are suitable for such an intense use.
(Cuthbertson 2)
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Response:

Comment 57:

Response:

Comment 58:

Response:

Comment 59:

Response:

Comment 60:

See the response to Comment 55.

The DEIS identifies the Greenlawn site as the preferred location for a new
rail yard on the Port Jefferson Branch, but this site would disrupt and ad-
versely affect nearby residential communities because it would be inconsis-
tent with the character of the quiet residential communities to the north and
south and because it would be very active and well lit at night. Therefore, the
Suffolk County Legislature hereby request the MTA to reject the Hazeltine
site in Greenlawn, Suffolk County as a site for a new rail storage yard and
cleaning facility. (Barton 1)

See the response to Comment 55.

The DEIS fails to describe in any detail the operating advantages of the yard
in Greenlawn. Further, the DEIS states that the alternative site—Cerro Wire
in Hicksville—is not at all desirable from an operating point of view. I do not
believe this, since that site is very close to the junction at Hicksville and
would easily serve not only the Port Jefferson Branch but also the Ronkon-
koma Branch. Given its much larger area, the absence of nearby housing, and
its present industrial zoning in use, in the absence of extremely compelling
operating reasons, I think Cerro Wire should be the preferred site. If a
tradeoff is to be made between additional housing and another shopping mall,
I think most people would favor housing. (Ramage 5)

Please see the response to Comment 55 for information on selection of
storage yard sites.

The MTA has given much more weight to its engineering and operational
considerations than it has to the environmental concerns in selecting Hazel-
tine over Cerro Wire as the preferred site location. Evidently, Cerro Wire was
not selected because the DEIS reports the presence of contaminated materials
that would need to be mitigated and shopping mall proposal for that site. The
DEIS indicates that the proposed yard would not be a significant impact to the
Cerro Wire site on page 3-39, but notes that significant impacts would occur
at the Hazeltine site. (Gaye 3)

See the response to Comment 55.

The DEIS fails to consider all reasonable alternatives for the Port Jefferson
Branch yard. The DEIS reports on only two alternatives for this yard. How-
ever, there is a large undeveloped parcel west of Oakwood Road and south of
Rogue’s Path in Huntington adjacent to the north side of the LIRR tracks.
This 209-acre parcel was formerly known as Froelich Farms, was acquired by
the County in the mid-1990's as a result of pressure from local citizens to
keep the land undeveloped, and is now called Froelich Farms County Park.

28-29



MTA/LIRR East Side Access FEIS

Response:

Comment 61:

Response:

Comment 62:

Response:

Comment 63:

This site, which is large, flat, and not close to existing housing, is ideal for a
yard. Further, it would be large enough to accommodate a parking lot to meet
future parking needs at Huntington station. Although LIRR’s purchase of this
land from Suffolk County might require an act of the State Legislature, the
site’s attributes seem so strong that it should be considered thoroughly. This
would allow the Greenlawn and Cerro Wire sites to be developed by their
owners for their intended uses. (Ramage 6)

See the response to Comment 55.

With regard to the planned physical facilities for the Hazeltine Yard, you
should take into account that there is only a single track running east of Park
Avenue toward the site. It is hard to see how the proposed yard would operate
without an additional track. The right-of-way is very narrow and it would
appear that additional right-of-way would have to be acquired if a second
track were built. Installing a second track would also likely mean relocate the
power lines that run along the track. These changes and their impact are not
considered in the DEIS. Also, the DEIS states that the space needed between
tracks is 25 feet on centers. With 16 tracks planned under the Preferred Alter-
native, plus an additional 25 feet on either side, a minimum width for the yard
1s likely to be 450 feet (18 x 25"). The land parcel is most likely not wide
enough to accommodate your preferred alternative. If the LIRR built an eight-
track yard here and an eight-track yard in Hicksville, it would harm two loca-
tions and probably result in some duplication of facilities. (Ramage 3)

Please see the response to Comment 55.

We are greatly concerned over the possibility of selection of the residentially
zoned Hazeltine site for a new nighttime storage yard for the LIRR. If permit-
ted, the excessive noise associated with a railroad yard will cause havoc with
my family’s life. The operation of the yard will interfere with sleep, telephone
calls, and young children playing outside, and will change the suburban area
into a city-sounding urban center. One of the several parcels already zoned
for commercial and industrial use along the train tracks between Port
Jefferson and Manhattan should be used for the new railroad yard. (Green-
lawn/Huntington 1, Gary 1, Gaye 1)

Please see the response to Comment 55.

The proposed Hazeltine Yard will have a very adverse impact on the Green-
lawn community. In addition to the noise, vibration, lighting, and other harm-
ful effects noted in your report, you fail to note that the community will lose
57 units of moderate-income housing planned for development. The DEIS
notes correctly that this development is up for a zoning modification in late
September 2000, but fails to recognize that various community groups have
been working with the developer for more than five years to develop the land
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Response:

Comment 64:

Response:

Comment 65:

Response:

in a fashion that meets community needs. Under the developer’s plan, addi-
tional housing, sorely needed in the community, will be built and 5 acres will
be dedicated for playing fields and other public activities. Our Little League
and community soccer fields need these additional playing fields. The DEIS
fails to note any possible economic gains from the planned residential
housing on the Hazeltine site, even though it mentions the positive economic
gains for the Cerro wire site based on possible mall development. (Ramage 1,
Gaye 4)

As noted in the comment, the DEIS describes the potential adverse impacts of
a new storage yard at the Hazeltine site. Please see the response to Comment
55.

The analysis of the Greenlawn community in the DEIS makes it seem like an
upper middle class “white enclave.” Nothing could be further from the truth.
I think your statistics on community composition are out of date. For exam-
ple, in the 3,100-student Harborfields School System, more than 30 languages
are taught in the English as a Second Language Program. We have built a
mixed racial and cultural community over the years and this should be recog-
nized in your study. (Ramage 2)

As described in the DEIS in Chapter 4, “Social Conditions,” for purposes of
analyzing the potential impacts of proposed new yards, the EIS chapters con-
sider a 400-foot study area around the potential nighttime storage yard sites.
This is the area where the potential for impacts associated with the proposed
yard would be greatest. The population information provided in the DEIS for
the Hazeltine site was the latest census data available—from 1990—from the
census tracts that are located within that 400-foot area. Please also see the re-
sponse to Comment 55.

The DEIS analysis of the impact of the Hazeltine Yard on abutting properties
is incomplete, as it does not include any consideration of the potential adverse
impact on BAE Systems to the east. This company employs over 600 people
at its Greenlawn location and engages in activities that would be severely ad-
versely impacted by vibration and large masses of metal from the tracks and
trains. They engage in precision machining of microwave systems as well as
field studies of antenna patterns related to the transmission of signals, and
much of their work is highly classified for the U.S. government and the
defense industry. If their activities were compromised by the new yard, the
community and the state could lose these high technology jobs and it 1s even
possible that all BAE Systems activities on Long Island might be curtailed or
shifted elsewhere in the U.S. (Ramage 4)

Please see the response to Comment 55.
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Comment 66:

Response:

Comment 67:

Response:

Comment 68:

Numerous issues related to environmental impacts of a new yard at Hazeltine
were not addressed in the DEIS. These include the potential presence of
springs and aquifers, an assessment of the yard’s water demand and its effect
on local water authority systems; chemicals used at the yard that might be
present in wastewater; the need for treatment of wastewater; the noise from
the trains at the yard on adjacent residences; the visual and social impacts of
fencing and lighting; the effects of sewage removed from the trains(the report
describes 16 1,600-foot-long sewage tanks for storage of sewage, but does not
estimate the volumes of waste, frequency of pumping, and where wastes
would be treated); effects on peak-hour traffic from train traffic at the at-
grade crossing leading to the yard; and characteristics of new employees at
the yard (would they be hired locally, and what would their wages be, as well
as what traffic effects would result from new employees driving to the yard).
(Gaye 5)

The DEIS includes a generic assessment of a full range of relevant issues for
anew yard at Hazeltine, included those cited in the comment. See Chapter 15,
“Natural Resources,” for a discussion of natural resources (including water
resources, chemicals used during cleaning, and discharge of sanitary sewage
to the local sewer system, not to 1,600-foot-long storage tanks) and Chapter
9E for a discussion of traffic impacts. Please also see the response to
Comment 55.

NYSDEC was not involved in the review of any investigation work plans for
any new off-peak storage yards that are proposed to be built at Cerro Wire,
Hazeltine, Babylon, Yaphank West and East, Ronkonkoma, Pilgrim Hospital,
and Riverhead sites. (de Quillfeldt 5)

Subsurface investigations to assess potential soil and/or groundwater contam-
ination at the nighttime storage yards on Long Island were not conducted as
part of the East Side Access Project. The future development of these facili-
ties would undergo a separate environmental review, which would include an
assessment of the potential impacts associated with any soil or groundwater
contamination. See the response to Comment 55.

The DEIS states that The Taubman Company’s proposal to build an upscale
shopping mall, known as The Mall at Oyster Bay, on the Cerro Wire site “is
currently undergoing environmental review by the Town of Oyster Bay.” In
fact, on June 13, 2000 the Town Board of Oyster Bay unanimously passed a
resolution accepting as complete the Final Environmental Impact Statement
for The Mall at Oyster Bay, dated May 2000, which was prepared pursuant
to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act. That FEIS thor-
oughly analyzed the environmental aspects of the Cerro Wire site and The
Mall at Oyster Bay project, which, as revised, will include 860,000 square
feet of building area and two anchor stores—not 960,000 square feet and
three anchor stores as stated in the East Side Access DEIS. (Archer 1)
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Response:

Comment 69:

Response:

Comment 70:

Response:

Comment 71:

Response:

Comment 72:

The discussions of The Mall at Oyster Bay project in the FEIS have been cor-
rected to note the completion of that project’s FEIS and the revisions to the

project.

The East Side Access DEIS contains several unfortunate mistakes regarding
the Cerro Wire site, and these misstatements need to be corrected in the FEIS.
The FEIS prepared for The Mall at Oyster Bay demonstrates that neither
“hazardous materials” not “contaminated materials” are present in significant
quantities on the Cerro Wire site. As noted in that FEIS, “Soil and ground-
water at the project site was extensively investigated by numerous consultants
between 1986 and 1992. The site was decommissioned, and remediation was
completed to site-specific cleanup levels approved by NYSDEC. The sam-
pling and analytical methods were approved by the NYSDEC. After the reme-
diation plan was completed, the NYSDEC delisted the site from the Registry
of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites.” The East Side Access FEIS
should correct all misstatements regarding the Cerro Wire site. (Archer 2)

The discussions of the Cerro Wire site in the FEIS are revised to correctly de-
scribe the conditions at the site.

The proposal for an expansion of the rail yard in Babylon should go no fur-
ther, as it is totally unacceptable to the various elected officials of all the mu-
nicipalities surrounding the Babylon Yard; the local residents of West Islip
and Babylon Village; and myself. To propose the condemnation of commer-
cial and residential properties, thereby uprooting families and causing the loss
of jobs, to expand a facility that has clearly proven itself to be extremely
intrusive and a nuisance to the residential community that abuts it on its
northern perimeter is absurd. (Johnson 1)

Please see the response to Comment 55.

In observing the problems that have occurred with the proposed train storage
sites in other localities and considering the strong opposition to the Babylon
Yard expansion, I would strongly recommend that, in the future, MTA confer
directly with state representatives before recommending such projects in their
respective districts. (Johnson 2)

Please see the response to Comment 55.

The LIRR plan fails to make long-term plans for additional rights-of-way.
The DEIS explains that most growth in labor force on Long Island will occur
in Suffolk County, but the current LIRR plan leaves in place the three
“spokes”—the Port Jefferson, Ronkonkoma, and Montauk Branch lines—
with no plan to connect these lines east of Hicksville. LIRR planners should
consider a right-of-way link from the Port Jefferson Branch to the Main Line
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Response:

at or near Ronkonkoma and another link between the Montauk Branch and
the Ronkonkoma Line at Yaphank. Under this scenario, the locations for the
Port Jefferson Branch yard should be reconsidered. I am aware of several
large industrially zoned pieces of property off of Comsewogue Road in Port
Jefferson along the LIRR right-of-way that could be used for a yard near the
end of the Port Jefferson line. (Ramage 7)

Changes to LIRR rights-of-way and routes east of Jamaica do not address the
goals and objectives of the East Side Access Project, which is intended to im-
prove capacity into Manhattan and provide new access to Manhattan’s East
Side. Separately from the East Side Access Project, LIRR will continue to
evaluate its future needs and identify solutions to expected problems. Please
also see the response to Comment 55.

LAND USE, ZONING, PUBLIC POLICY, AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS

Comment 73:

Response:

Comment 74:

Response:

Zoning and land development patterns in Manhattan indicate that future busi-
ness development is most likely to occur west of Fifth Avenue down along
the Hudson River waterfront. Thus, Penn Station is ideally suited to meet the
future demands of commuters and should be a transit hub positioned to dis-
tribute commuters to the West Side of Manhattan. (Fruchtman 2)

The East Side Access Project would increase LIRR’s capacity to Manhattan
by approximately 43 percent. By 2020, with the project more than 67,000
peak-period commuters would travel directly to GCT, freeing up space in
Penn Station and on the already overcrowded Penn Station-bound trains for
future growth potential on the West Side of Manhattan. This would allow
Penn Station to continue to meet the future demands of commuters.

The DEIS argues that intensive commercial development around Penn Station
is not practical because of current zoning law (page 3-15). However, if the
law could be changed, might this be part of an adequate alternative to this ma-
jor infrastructure investment? Although this is not the purview of the MTA,
were strategies for coordination with the city considered? City zoning
changes in the 1980's were intended to decongest East Midtown and en-
courage development farther west. Yet the East Side Access Project would
strengthen East Midtown as the center of commercial growth for the region.
How was the decision made to do this? How is this part of a long-term plan
for the growth and development of the New York region? (Schank 11)

The East Side Access Project strives to achieve two primary goals: to relieve
train traffic congestion in the area of Penn Station and to improve travel times
from Long Island to East Midtown Manhattan. Since any increase in LIRR
service to Penn Station is constrained by a number of factors (discussed in
Chapter 1 of the DEIS), the ability of the regional transportation system to
bring commuters from Long Island to Manhattan is likewise constrained. Any
Initiative to increase commercial development around Penn Station, without
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Comment 75:

Response:

Comment 76:

Response:

Comment 77:

Response:

either increasing capacity into Penn Station or siphoning off commuters who
currently travel into Penn Station but have East Side final destinations, would
only exacerbate commuter rail capacity constraints at Penn Station by in-
creasing demand for service to Penn Station without increasing the supply of
trains. While City or other policies to intensify development in the vicinity of
Penn Station would be supported by the East Side Access Project, the growth
and development of the New York region depends, in part, on higher transit
capacity from Long Island to Midtown Manhattan. By establishing service to
the East Side of Manhattan and better balancing commuter service to match
commuter destinations, the East Side Access Project would better serve de-
velopment in the Penn Station area.

The DEIS should evaluate the consistency of the proposed action with current
public policies, including consistency with the goals and objectives of the
MTA’s ongoing study of airport access to JFK. (Rose 5)

The DEIS includes an evaluation of the project’s consistency with current
public policies in Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy.” In addi-
tion, the planning context for the project is detailed in Chapter 1, “Project
Purpose and Need” (see page 1-19). As described in Chapter 1, East Side Ac-
cess was developed as part of MTA’s Long Range Planning Framework and
is and will continue to be coordinated through that process.

The DEIS should describe more fully the City’s planning and economic
strategy for Long Island City, and focus in particular on how pedestrians will
get from the new LIRR station to the new commercial center contemplated in
the proposed zoning. Improvements will be required along the Queens Boule-
vard bridge, which is the pedestrian connection between the new station, the
Queens Plaza and Queensboro Plaza subway stations, and the area to be
rezoned. (Rose 6)

The DEIS includes a discussion of the City’s policies for Long Island City in
Chapter 3 (see pages 3-36 and 3-41). This discussion has been expanded in
the FEIS. Connections between Sunnyside station and Queens Plaza and
Queensboro Plaza will be studied as part of MTA’s upcoming $2 million
study, and coordination will continue between MTA and DCP with regard to
the design of Sunnyside station and its pedestrian connections.

I concur that a new Long Island City LIRR station would help maintain and
further Long Island City as a business center and reduce congestion in Man-
hattan and Queens. (Nolan 4)

Comment noted.
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Comment 78:

Response:

Comment 79:

Response:

In Chapter 3, page 3-18, Table 3-2, the total acres adds up to 283,800, not
183,700, and the percent of total is over 154 percent, not 100 percent. Please
check the numbers. (Chiang 4)

The table has been revised (see the FEIS) to more clearly indicate that the
second, third, and fourth lines (estates and low density, medium density, and
high density) are types of residential use and thus subsets of the first line
(residential). The acres of these residential uses are not included in the total,
since the table also includes a line for total residential use.

Chapter 4, page 4-3, the % symbol can be eliminated. Please check all tables
for consistency. (Chiang 5)

The tables have been checked and revised where appropriate for consistency.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Comment 80:

Response:

Comment 81:

Response:

The DEIS does not provide a list of underground easements that would be re-
quired to construct tunnels. (Gualtieri 3)

Since the exact alignment of new tunnels leading from the existing 63rd
Street Tunnel to GCT would not be finalized until preliminary engineering is
complete, it is not appropriate at this time to complete a final list of under-
ground easements needed to construct tunnels. The DEIS does include
drawings that show the proposed tunnel routes (see Figures 2-13 and 2-14 in
Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives”). Those drawings depict the specific build-
ings above the tunnel routes. The DEIS indicates that easements would be re-
quired; the specific easements to be purchased would not affect any of the
analyses or conclusions in the DEIS related to environmental impacts. Please
also note that the FEIS includes a revised project alignment in Manhattan
with a two-level station at GCT. This design was developed to improve opera-
tional reliability and to reduce the number of easements required, among
other factors.

The analysis of the real estate market is incorrect and outdated. It includes a
claim that there is a 25 percent retail vacancy rate in Midtown Manhattan and
that there is significant availability in the office market for the easy relocation
of tenants. Contrary to the DEIS, relocating the retail and office tenants from
47 East 44th Street will be extremely difficult and will likely result in hard-
ship and disruption to tenants not covered by the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Act of 1970. (Epstein 2)

The analysis of real estate trends in Chapter 5, “Economic Conditions,” indi-
cates that the real estate market is very tight in Manhattan. With respect to of-
fice space, the chapter notes (see pages 5-10 and 5-11 for the discussion of
existing conditions in Manhattan), “By mid-year 1999, the overall [office] va-
cancy rate in the Manhattan study area was a very low 8.0 percent of total
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Comment 82:

Response:

Comment 83:

Response:

inventory, according to Cushman & Wakefield’s 71999 Mid-Year Report. . .
Midtown Manhattan is the area most attractive to prospective tenants, and can
therefore support higher rental rates.” The DEIS does not indicate that there
is significant availability in the office market for easy relocation of tenants.

With respect to the retail vacancy rate, the DEIS was incorrect in stating that
Midtown Manhattan had a retail vacancy rate of 25 percent in mid-year 1999.
Garrick-Aug Associates, a major retail real estate firm in Manhattan, reports
that the mid-year 2000 retail vacancy rate for Midtown Manhattan is less than
5 percent, which more accurately reflects the tight market conditions de-
scribed in the DEIS analysis (Source: telephone call, Faith Consolo, vice
chairman, Garrick Aug, July 13, 2000). However, as stated in the DEIS, suita-
ble relocation resources continue to exist. Garrick-Aug Associates also re-
ports that at year-end 1999 there were over 4 million square feet of vacant re-
tail space in Manhattan, and over 1,000 stores available of less than 2,500
square feet (Source: Manhattan Retail Space Report; Year-End 1999
Analysis, January 1, 2000). The text in the FEIS is corrected to reflect the cur-
rent retail vacancy rate.

As described at the end of Chapter 5, the Federal Uniform Relocation Assis-
tance and Real Property Act requires the federal agency to pay property
owners just compensation for their property, and to provide to displaced
owners and tenants relocation and moving expenses.

While Amtrak fully anticipates continuing active cooperation with MTA/
LIRR on the East Side Access Project, it is not clear what is meant by the
statement on page 5-30 that “negotiation ... in regard to construction and
operation of the East Side Access Project will take place within [an] already
established leasing relationship.” Amtrak is under the impression that a new
agreement specific to the project is contemplated. (Ernst 4)

The text of the FEIS is revised to indicate that MTA/LIRR and Amtrak will
continue to coordinate in relation to the East Side Access Project, and it is an-
ticipated that a specific agreement will be developed for issues related to this
project.

The DEIS should analyze further the impact on existing Amtrak retail reve-
nues at Penn Station, and the development plans for that station due to the
significant decrease in LIRR commuters at that station. (Ernst 36)

The DEIS includes a discussion of the effects of East Side Access on the re-
tail spaces at Penn Station in Chapter 5, “Economic Conditions” (see page
5-24). This analysis concludes, “The reduction in passengers at Penn Station
would decrease annual spending in and around Penn Station at local retailers.
The decrease in spending would not constitute a significant adverse impact.”

According to information prepared by the ARC project, Penn Station is the
busiest commuter terminal in the nation, with as many as 500,000 commuters
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each day. As reported in the Environmental Assessment for the Pennsylvania
Station Redevelopment Project (August 1999), roughly 84,300 of these pas-
sengers travel on Amtrak and NJ Transit. An additional 231,000 passengers
travel on LIRR, and the remaining commuters (approximately 185,000 peo-
ple) use the New York City subway system. As described in the DEIS, in
2010, because of the shift in passengers to Grand Central as a result of East
Side Access, the number of LIRR passengers at Penn Station daily is ex-
pected to be approximately 151,000, compared with 217,000 in 1995 and
231,000 in 1999. (Detailed ridership numbers for both 2010 and 2020 are pre-
sented in Appendix C to the DEIS.) However, as noted in the Environmental
Assessment prepared for the Pennsylvania Station Redevelopment Project,
the number of Amtrak and NJ Transit riders at Penn Station is expected to
grow by some 43,300 passengers per day as a result of a number of improve-
ments proposed (including the Kearny Connection and Secaucus Transfer
projects in New Jersey) and introduction of high-speed Amtrak service. The
number of subway passengers and other pedestrians who pass through Penn
Station can also be expected to increase as a result of general background
growth. Further, the number of people who pass through Penn Station is also
expected to increase as a result of the proposed improvements associated with
the Farley project. Overall, these factors support the DEIS’s conclusion that
the reduction in riders to Penn Station as a result of the East Side Access
Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to the retail spaces at
Penn Station.

HISTORIC RESOURCES

Comment 84:

Response:

Comment 85:

Response:

Comment 86:

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the submitted
DEIS (including the Draft Programmatic Agreement) under the provisions of
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. SHPO is com-
fortable with both the DEIS and the Draft Programmatic Agreement and has
no substantive comments at this time. (Adams 1)

Comment noted.

The comments of the City of New York Landmarks Preservation Commission
(LPC) on the DEIS are as follows. The SHPO is the lead agency for architec-
tural and archaeological review. LPC will consult with SHPO with regard to
their findings for this project in both areas. The DEIS text appears adequate
for architecture. Any work on New York City designated landmark properties
requires a permit from the LPC preservation department. (Santucci 1)

Comment noted. The project will coordinate with LPC for any work on land-
marked properties.

The United States Department of the Interior concurs that there are no pru-
dent and feasible alternatives to the project but can only conditionally agree
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Response:

Comment 87:

Response:

with measures to minimize harm to cultural resource values. We note the in-
clusion in the Appendices of the DEIS of a Programmatic Memorandum of
Agreement (PMOA), but that document 1s yet to be signed. We understand
that SHPO is satisfied with the language of the PMOA as far as it goes, but
there remains considerations being given to some of the other historic sites
out onto Long Island which may result in further stipulations to be included.
Therefore, we condition our agreement with measures to minimize harm to be
explicitly consistent with the final/duly signed PMOA. We are processing this
project as a Section 4(f) because of the potential or probable effects to GCT
and 22 other historic properties.

It seems clear there is potential for adverse effects to cultural values, if not
measurable impacts in the project as it now stands. These are at least, in part,
spoken to in the Mitigation Measures sections of the Historic Resources and
Archaeological Resources chapters of the DEIS. The Department of the
Interior can only conditionally offer agreement to the Mitigation Measures as
developed thus far, and urgently recommends that these measures be com-
pleted to the satisfaction of the SHPO and a duly signed PMOA be incorpo-
rated in the FEIS. (Taylor 1)

Comment noted. The signed Programmatic Agreement among the FTA, MTA,
and SHPO outlines specific measures to minimize harm to historic and/or archae-
ological resources, beginning with a commitment to continue consultation
with SHPO after completion of the FEIS. Please note that Chapters 7, “His-
toric Resources,” and 8, “Archaeological Resources,” in the FEIS are revised
to indicate that SHPO has agreed with the analyses conducted for the sites on
Long Island. Consistent with the comments of the U.S. Department of the In-
terior, the executed Programmatic Agreement will ensure that measures to
minimize harm are employed and that, therefore, no significant adverse im-
pacts would occur to historic or archaeological resources. With the Program-
matic Agreement in place, the project would not result in Section 4(f) issues.

Proposed changes to the landmarked Biltmore Room in GCT would signifi-
cantly alter the visual character of the terminal, despite DEIS claims to the
contrary. Although the removal of the temporary newsstand in the middle of
the room would help restore the room’s character, it would not compensate
for the major visual changes produced by new escalators to be installed at the
northern end of the room. The newsstand should be removed, and this his-
torically significant room should be preserved, without the intrusion of
escalators. (Schank 6)

The possible escalators that would be added to the Biltmore Room under
Option 2 (the preferred engineering option) would be an integral part of the
connection between the LIRR concourse space and the upper level of GCT.
They would provide the only direct connection between GCT’s upper level
and the LIRR concourse below.

As stated in Chapter 7 of the EIS, for changes to the Biltmore Room as well
as all project elements in GCT, “the design would be developed in
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Comment 88:

Response:

Comment 89:

Response:

consultation with SHPO [the State Historic Preservation Office at the New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation} to ensure
that no adverse effects would occur to the building. A construction protection
plan would also be implemented to minimize the effects of construction on
the historic features of the building, so that construction does not result in any
structural or architectural impacts to these features. The plan would be de-
veloped in consultation with SHPO and approved by SHPO prior to start of
construction.” SHPO’s consultation is formalized through a Programmatic
Agreement executed by SHPO, FTA, and MTA.

During the recent renovation of GCT, two escalators, one just outside the
New York Transit Museum store and one just west of the Grand Central Mar-
ket, were constructed within the landmarked interior areas of GCT, in con-
sultation with SHPO, in a manner that did not significantly alter the visual
character of the terminal. Further, the Biltmore Room’s historic use was as a
passenger waiting room, and the preposed changes to the Biltmore Room
would again promote use of that room by passengers.

Amtrak has insufficient information to judge at this point whether it concurs
in the determination that Signal Tower F and Switch Tower Q meet the eligi-
bility criteria for inclusion in the National Register, but reserves the right to
review this determination. (Ernst 37)

The determination that Signal Tower F and Switch Tower Q are eligible for
the State and National Registers was made by New York State’s State His-
toric Preservation Office, following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Evaluation, as part of its review of the East Side Access
Project, according to the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act
(36 CFR Part 60). The documentation supporting the SHPO’s determination
of eligibility is provided in Appendix B to the EIS.

The Department of Buildings has a procedure for monitoring vibrations that
may affect landmark buildings. It is requested that this procedure be followed
if work adjacent to Lever House or any other landmark or historic structure 1s
necessary. (Visconti 2)

The Department of Buildings’ procedure for monitoring vibrations would be
followed where work adjacent to historic structures is necessary.

TRANSPORTATION

EFFECTS ON SUBWAYS

Comment 90:

Impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway have been glossed over. You cannot
fit six more people per car on the Lexington Avenue subway line, as the DEIS
calls for. (Adler 2, Epstein 8, Maloney 3)
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Response:

Comment 91:

Response:

The DEIS downplays the impact of new riders on the Lexington line. Al-
though 6 new riders on the Nos. 4 and 5 trains does not sound like very many,
in reality it would make a big difference. First of all, these trains are already
operating at greater than 100 percent of capacity. Secondly, the new riders
would not be evenly distributed throughout a given train. Riders tend to board
a train based on their station entrance and exit points, not necessarily in a uni-
form manner. (Schank 3)

The DEIS analyzes the East Side Access Project’s effects on the Lexington
Avenue subway line in detail in Chapter 9, section C, with a summary in
Chapter 9, section A. In particular, impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway
are discussed on pages 9A-3 to 9A-5, and 9C-45 to 9C-52 of the DEIS. Sec-
tion 9C provides a detailed discussion of all impacts to the Lexington Avenue
subway mezzanine, stairwells, platforms, and line-haul capacity, as well as a
discussion of measures to mitigate these impacts. Section 9A summarizes
these impacts and potential mitigation. These impacts are also discussed in
the Executive Summary, on pages S-32 to S-34 and on Table S-3 (page S-21).

The DEIS acknowledges that the new passengers added by the East Side
Access Project would exacerbate the existing overcrowding occurring on the
Lexington Avenue line at 42nd Street. It then discusses mitigation measures
to address the problems occurring at that station.

The DEIS discusses the capacity issues on the New York City subway lines
from Queens and the difficulties for LIRR commuters who have destinations
on the East Side of Manhattan. While the build alternatives are expected to
perform well in relieving capacity problems on Queens subway lines and the
overall LIRR system, while also reducing the amount of vehicle trips into
Manhattan, we are concerned with the implications for the other aspects of
the system. Particularly we are concerned that the volume of LIRR passengers
to GCT will seriously and adversely impact the Lexington Avenue subway.
The DEIS uses the amount of overcapacity (v/c ratio of 1.22) on the Queens
subway lines (the F and E lines) as a rationale for a need for action; however,
that ratio will be nearly realized on the Lexington Avenue subway (v/c ratio
of 1.17), but there is no mitigation offered. (Hargrove 1)

With respect to the project’s effects on the Lexington Avenue subway and the
mitigation offered, see the response to Comment 92. Please note that the
DEIS does not use the amount of overcapacity on the Queens subway lines as
a rationale for a need for action. The DEIS does describe the crowded condi-
tions on Queens subway lines, including the v/c ratio, in Chapter 1, “Project
Purpose and Need,” (page 1-10) as a way of explaining that the entire corridor
between Long Island and Queens—particularly as it affects commuters from
Long Island—is overcrowded and warrants a capacity expansion. The discus-
sion of the Queens subway lines is provided in that context, together with a
discussion of crowding on the LIRR and highways. As noted in the DEIS
(page 1-10), “It is clear that the subway—because it, too, operates at capacity
—is not a long-term option as an alternative route for LIRR riders into
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Comment 92:

Manhattan. For instance, the Queens Boulevard lines (E, F and R) are severe-
ly overcrowded. . ..”

Mitigation proposed for impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway line-haul
capacity is unconvincing and amounts to cajoling passengers on the line to
move faster or get out of the way. (Russianoft 3)

Some of the mitigating measures proposed will not accomplish very much at
all. For example, the “Step Aside” program does not actually work without
enforcement personnel. (Schank 2)

Building more stairways to the Lexington Avenue subway platforms as a
means of alleviating projected crowd conditions does not take into account
the fact that people board the train based on where they want to get off, not
where they descend onto the subway platform before getting on. (Adler 3)

Signal adjustments to the Lexington Avenue subway line will not be enough
to mitigate the negative impacts brought about by East Side Access.
(Maloney 5)

I do not believe that any mitigating actions to increase capacity on the
Lexington Avenue line are planned as part of the East Side Access Project.
Something must be done to increase capacity. Efforts to improve passenger
movements in and off trains have been unsuccessful in the past and I am
therefore skeptical they will work in the future. (Nolan 2)

New signal equipment, better tracks and turnstile management will indeed
benefit Lexington Avenue subway patrons and should be pursued even
without the project, but it is unrealistic to believe that these will noticeably
affect service during an additional deluge of arriving LIRR passengers.

(Aryel 1)

According to the DEIS, the impacts of the project on the Lexington Avenue
subway would only be partially mitigated. This is not satisfactory. (Schank 1,
Zupan 2)

East Side Access would result in intolerable crowding on the Lexington Ave-
nue line; the impact statement acknowledges that the full benefit of East Side
Access will not be realized because potential riders of the new service will
shun GCT due to the crowded conditions on the Lexington Avenue subway
line. (Russianoff 2, Schreibman 1, Zupan 3)

The DEIS mentions the possibility of the MESA, Second Avenue subway, but
does not account for MESA in the environmental analyses nor as mitigation
to relieve the pressures on the Lexington Avenue line. To a certain extent, the
completion of East Side Access could force an action on the Second Avenue
subway and makes for a more compelling case for the Second Avenue sub-
way’s completion in conjunction with the completion of this project.
(Hargrove 2)
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Response:

The DEIS analyzes the East Side Access Project’s effects on the Lexington
Avenue subway line in detail in Chapter 9, section C. It then describes mitiga-
tion measures that would alleviate the project’s impacts on the Lexington
Avenue line. MTA NYCT is committed to solving the overcrowding prob-
lems on the Lexington Avenue line and will continue to address the situation
until it is corrected.

The primary factor affecting the number of trains that can travel on the
Lexington Avenue line during the peak period (the “throughput”) is the
“dwell” time, or the time the train must spend in the station while passengers
exit and enter the train. In addition to the “step aside and speed the ride” cam-
paign, NYCT, in collaboration with the East Side Access Project team, is pur-
suing a number of other means of reducing dwell times and improving train
throughput at 42nd Street:

1) Using platform assistants and subways cars with wider doors, access into
and out of the train at all doorways can be improved.

2) Adding and reconfiguring stairwells that lead from the mezzanine to the
subway platforms can better distribute passengers to all areas of the platform,
leading to a better distribution of passengers within each train. While subway
cars would continue to be crowded during rush hours, the front and rear cars
on the trains are less crowded than the middle and can accommodate more
passengers. At 42nd Street, people are more likely to board the train where
they descend onto the station platform, since circulation from one part of the
platform to another may be affected by the constraints posed by waiting,
boarding, and alighting passengers, as well as by the frequency of arriving
trains. Therefore, stairways that provide access to the ends of platforms can
help passengers access the portions of trains that are less crowded, thereby
more evenly distributing the load of passengers on each train.

3) Directing subway passengers in GCT towards less used access points to the
Lexington Avenue subway mezzanine can help increase the usage of new
stairwells that lead down onto the subway platforms.

In addition, the DEIS also notes that MTA is pursuing plans to develop a
Second Avenue subway to extend the entire length of Manhattan’s East Side,
bringing critical relief to the Lexington Avenue subway. A total of $1.05 bil-
lion has been allocated in MTA’s 2000-2004 Capital Program for a full-
length Second Avenue subway project. Construction of the Second Avenue
subway, which is itself a multibillion dollar undertaking, is a separate and dis-
tinct project from East Side Access, serving independent goals and objectives.

Regarding East Side Access’s benefits, while the Preferred Alternative would
improve access to the entire East Side of Manhattan, its primary goal is to im-
prove access to East Midtown Manhattan. Ridership forecasting models indi-
cate that, consistent with this goal, the vast majority (almost 90 percent) of
the 66,000 commuters arriving at GCT in the morning peak period in 2020
would walk, not transfer to the subway, to reach their final destination. The
majority of commuters destined for Lower Manhattan would continue to ar-
rive at Penn Station and transfer to West Side subway lines to reach their

28-43



MTA/LIRR East Side Access FEIS

Comment 93:

Response:

downtown destinations. The Preferred Alternative would not drastically im-
prove travel time to the lower Manhattan CBD, so continued use of Penn
Station by these commuters should not be considered a failure of East Side
Access to achieve its full benefit.

The DEIS is stunningly silent on the Second Avenue subway. The DEIS is in-
complete without a discussion of the way the Second Avenue subway will al-
leviate some of the environmental problems created by East Side Access. A
supplemental DEIS should discuss the importance of the Second Avenue sub-
way to provide an outlet for the new passengers when East Side Access is
complete. (Maloney 2)

Any mitigation efforts not including a full-length Second Avenue subway will
be utterly ineffective. (Aryel 1)

The East Side Access Project should be constructed simultaneous to construc-
tion of a full-length Second Avenue subway. Once East Side Access is built,
crowded conditions on the Lexington Avenue subway line will worsen, re-
quiring a full-length Second Avenue subway to mitigate this condition.
(Schreibman 2, Duane 1, Zupan 1, Russianoff 4, Pearlstein 4, Maloney 1,
Azumah 1, Elmer 1, Comelius 2, Aryel 1, Nolan 3, Schank 4)

The FEIS should study the effects of constructing the full-length Second Ave-
nue subway and commit to it in the Record of Decision issued for East Side
Access. The combination of East Side Access and the Second Avenue subway
should be the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. (Schreibman 2, Zupan 4,
Russianoff 6, Maloney 5)

I favor a four-track Second Avenue line from 180th Street down to Grand
Street, with two tracks continuing to Dyre Avenue and to Pelham Bay Park
Stations should be placed every half mile. (Hitch 2)

The people who want the Second Avenue subway are not the people who
want East Side Access. The people who want East Side Access voted for the
Governor and the people who want the Second Avenue subway did not. The
status of East Side Access versus the Second Avenue subway is an example
of political pandering and, perhaps, graft. (Pearlstein 5)

The MTA has allocated $1.05 billion for the Second Avenue subway project,
which would relieve the overcrowding on the Lexington Avenue line.
However, that project should not be considered as a mitigation measure for
the East Side Access Project’s impact on the Lexington Avenue subway at
Grand Central Terminal. The Second Avenue subway is a separate and dis-
tinct major capital project with distinctly different goals and objectives and
1s intended to address needs that extend well beyond the incremental conges-
tion on the downtown Nos. 4 and § trains at Grand Central identified in this
EIS. Construction of the Second Avenue subway, which is itself a multi-
billion dollar undertaking, must be considered as a separate and distinct proj-
ect serving independent goals and objectives, rather than as related to East
Side Access. As a result, the Second Avenue subway project should not be
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Comment 94:

Response:

Comment 95:

Response:

identified as a mitigation commitment in the Record of Decision prepared for
the Preferred Alternative.

The East Side Access DEIS analyzes and describes the project’s effects on
conditions on the Lexington Avenue subway line in Chapter 9, Section C (see
the response above). The DEIS also describes MTA NYCT’s proposal for a
new subway beneath Second Avenue. As noted in the DEIS, NYCT is cur-
rently conducting the Manhattan East Side Transit Alternatives (MESA)
study, which is intended to improve mobility and reduce transit crowding on
Manbhattan’s East Side. This study is identified in the East Side Access DEIS
on pages S-34, 9A-5, and 9C-50. A DEIS for MESA was completed in August
1999. The East Side Access Project DEIS also notes (see pages 9C-50 and
9C-51) that MTA has plans to construct a full-length Second Avenue subway
that will extend generally along Second Avenue from 125th Street in East
Harlem to the Financial District in Lower Manhattan, and that the MESA
Study is an important and necessary step in the planning for the Second Ave-
nue subway project. The DEIS goes on to say that this new Second Avenue
subway has as a goal the “reduction of peak hour demand on the Lexington
Avenue subway, reducing delays in passenger loading and unloading at major
stations, including 42nd Street, and thus increasing train capacity by allowing
better train throughput” (page 9C-52).

The project should move forward now because it is further along in the pro-
cess than the Second Avenue subway. (Elmer 3, Olmstead 3)

This project should not be held up for the Second Avenue subway. (Troy 3,
Landers 2)

Comments noted. The preliminary construction staging schedule shown in the
DEIS (Figure 17-1) is based on commencement of construction in late 2000/
early 2001.

What would the impact on transit revenue be when LIRR riders walk rather
than use transit once they arrive in Manhattan? (Schank 14)

As described throughout the DEIS, East Side Access would allow many LIRR
commuters bound for Manhattan’s East Side to avoid using NYCT subways
to complete their journeys to work. As is shown in the ridership forecasting
appendix (see Tables 4-7 and 5-7 in Appendix C of the DEIS), with East Side
Access in place, a decrease in weekday subway ridership of 12,247 riders
would occur in 2010 and 12,955 riders in 2020 compared to the No Action.
These riders are not only on subway trains from Penn Station, but also sub-
way trains from Queens, since with the project, LIRR commuters bound for
the East Side of Manhattan would no longer choose to transfer in Queens for
the subway. Systemwide, the daily loss of revenue in 2000 dollars in compari-
son with the No Build condition would be $70,500; and on an annual basis,
$15.1 million (please note that the average fare per rider is less than $1.50).
This has been reflected in the FEIS (see pages 5-37 and 22-20). In comparison
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to existing conditions, however, there would be virtually no revenue lost since
it is estimated that growth between now and 2020 (No Action) will generate
12,000 new riders.

EFFECTS ON OTHER RAIL TRANSPORTATION PROVIDERS

Comment 96:

Response:

Comment 97:

Response:

The lack of specifics in the DEIS, combined with the very real potential for
serious impacts to Amtrak train service, means additional work is necessary
to understand project impacts and appropriate mitigation. (Ernst 1A)

The level of detail in the DEIS is appropriate for an Environmental Impact
Statement and provides the correct level of information to analyze, describe,
and disclose potential environmental impacts to concerned parties. The very
specific design details requested by Amtrak in their comments are of interest
only to a small audience. For this reason, the East Side Access team has met
with Amtrak regularly in a series of monthly coordination meetings beginning
in January 1999 that involved both technical and operational personnel. At
these meetings, additional supporting materials were provided for review by
Amtrak. The details provided in the DEIS, together with the responses to
comments and corrections provided in the FEIS, provide appropriate informa-
tion for FTA to issue a Record of Decision for the project.

Throughout the DEIS, the baseline drawings used for Sunnyside Yard are out-
dated and do not reflect current conditions at the yard. For example, the ac-
cess roadway from 42nd Place to the new high speed rail service and inspec-
tion facility is not indicated, and the impact of the fourth loop track on this
roadway is not discussed. Use of up-to-date and more complete drawings
would allow a more complete determination of whether the East Side Access
Project would result in impacts to buildings, track, catenaries, substations,
and utilities. (Ernst 2)

Without elevation drawings of proposed construction at and about Sunnyside
Yard, it is not possible to assess the potential for impacts from the East Side
Access Project to the existing electric substations, utility tunnels, air com-
pressor station, utilities, catenaries, and other existing facilities at the yard.
(Ernst 3)

In response to this comment, the base maps of Sunnyside Yard are updated in
the FEIS. Please note, however, that the drawings provided in the main
volume of the DEIS are intended to be illustrative of the analysis presented in
the text and are not intended to be used as engineering drawings.

As described above in response to Comment 96, the East Side Access team
has met with Amtrak regularly during the EIS process to present supporting
information that is specifically of interest to Amtrak. The East Side Access
team will continue to meet and coordinate with Amtrak throughout the project
design process. Drawings will be provided for review by Amtrak, and all con-
struction packages will be field-verified and submitted for review by Amtrak.
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Comment 98:

Response:

Comment 99:

Response:

Comment 100:

Response:

Comment 101:

Further, as noted in Chapter 13 of the DEIS, “Utilities,” a detailed field sur-
vey of utilities is being conducted and a utility relocation report is being pre-
pared by the project designers. This report will also be provided to Amtrak

for review.

Regarding impacts to the roadway from 42nd Place as a result of construction
of the loop track, East Side Access will maintain access to this area through-
out construction.

Plans for the yard do not appear to include a connection between Amtrak and
the New York & Atlantic Railway on subtrack 4; loss of this planned connec-
tion would impact Amtrak plans for mail and express business deliveries.
(Emnst 17)

A new connection that would allow Amtrak to gain access to NYAR would
be provided by East Side Access as part of the LIRR maintenance facility at
Yard A/Arch Street.

The Harold Interlocking at Sunnyside Yard should include both an eastward
and a westward bypass; without both bypasses, Amtrak’s service—and par-
ticularly its critically important high speed rail service between Boston and
Washington, D.C.—will be compromised. (Ernst 30)

The East Side Access Project would not adversely affect Amtrak’s operating
capacity through Harold in an eastward direction. When East Side Access is
complete, Amtrak’s eastbound service would operate exactly as it does today.
Amtrak trains would use exactly the same routing as they do today, with the
same degree of flexibility. East Side Access trains would operate on separate,
parallel tracks and consequently would have no effect on eastbound Amtrak
service. The project would include a westbound bypass, which would signifi-
cantly improve Amtrak’s operating capacity in the westward direction.

Control of dispatches for Plaza Interlocking needs to be with Penn Station
Central Control to allow for proper functioning of connections through
Harold Interlocking and Sunnyside. Otherwise, delays in Amtrak Northeast
Corridor service are inevitable. (Ernst 32)

The East Side Access Project would address the control of Plaza Interlocking
in the context of the entire LIRR system, including the Penn Station Control
Center and the proposed new Jamaica Control Center. This would provide for
efficient and reliable operation of all train routings.

The existing software used at Penn Station for controlling train operations
and movements at Penn Station and Harold Interlocking will need modifica-
tion each time Harold Interlocking is changed and will need to accommodate
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Response:

Comment 102:

Response:

AC and DC plate changes. The East Side Access Project should make pro-
visions to deal with these project-created changes and costs. (Ernst 34)

East Side Access would provide all necessary modifications at the Penn
Station Control Center.

It is not clear whether the DEIS assumes at page 9B-4 that new track capacity
at Penn Station as a result of fewer LIRR trips into the station will be utilized
by Metro-North Railroad. If so, note that future use of these slots is up to
Amtrak, and a determination of their use cannot be made at this point.
(Ernst 35)

The DEIS does not assume that the new capacity at Penn Station would be
used by Metro-North; rather, it indicates that once this capacity is available,
it allows Metro-North the possibility of implementing such new service.
Moreover, MTA does not agree with the assertion that future use of LIRR
slots at Penn Station is up to Amtrak. The text in the EIS has been clarified re-
garding this point (see page 9B-4).

TRAVEL TIME SAVINGS OF EAST SIDE ACCESS

Comment 103:

Response:

Comment 104:

Response:

The travel time savings to be realized by passengers using the new East Side
Access service is overstated due to the depth of the terminal beneath GCT and
the increased time required to rise up to the surface. (Fruchtman 5)

Either engineering option of the Preferred Alternative would save time for
commuters with destinations on the East Side of Manhattan. Option 2 would
be designed with multiple, high-speed escalators, allowing passengers easy
and unconstrained egress from the terminal. In contrast, commuters exiting
from Penn Station must spend minutes waiting in queues to exit from plat-
forms and stairways. Overall, the time spent exiting from Penn Station and
from Option 2 at GCT would be similar, and in no way would the time spent
exiting from Option 2 eliminate the time savings for LIRR commuters with
destinations on the East Side.

There would be no savings in train travel time to GCT because the distance to
each terminal is about equal; thus any savings from commuters “doubling
back” is fictitious. (Fruchtman 6)

While the travel time on the train to Penn Station and GCT would be essen-
tially the same, a new terminal on the East Side of Manhattan would bring
many commuters closer to their final destinations on the East Side. This
would shorten the total amount of time those commuters spend traveling to
and from work each day, by eliminating time spent riding the subway or in
other modes traveling from Penn Station to their workplaces.
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PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS

Comment 105:

Response:

Comment 106:

Response:

Congestion on sidewalks in the Madison and Lexington Avenue areas near
GCT should be considered in connection with the East Side Access and
should be included in this DEIS. (Epstein 7)

The impacts of the Preferred Alternative on sidewalk congestion in the
Madison and Lexington Avenue areas near GCT, along with suggested miti-
gation of those impacts, are discussed on pages 9C-52 to 9C-58 of the DEIS.
Additionally, Figure 9C-5, following page 9C-14, provides a graphic display
of the locations where pedestrian impacts at the street level were analyzed.

A street tree survey for the project site should be conducted in conjunction
with landscaping recommendations. All potential tree removals should be dis-

~ closed in the EIS. Any street trees removed by the applicant must be replaced

pursuant to Parks’ Basal Area Replacement Formula. A tree survey and re-
moval/replacement plan must be reviewed and approved by the Commis-
sioner. (Laird 2)

The DEIS discusses a number of potential strategies for mitigating pedestrian
impacts of the project in the vicinity of GCT. These strategies include
clearing or limiting street furniture; relocating refuse bags awaiting pickup;
and relocating sidewalk vendors, newspaper kiosks and tflower boxes; among
other measures and potentially relocating two modest-size trees. These
strategies would be implemented by the New York City Department of
Transportation, the Grand Central Partnership, or other appropriate entities,
if they determine the measures are warranted. Should the project require the
removal of street trees, those trees would be replaced pursuant to the New
York City Department of Parks and Recreation’s Basal Area Replacement
Formula, in consultation with the Parks Department. The text in the FEIS re-
flects this.

PARKING CONDITIONS

Comment 107:

Response:

The DEIS does not thoroughly detail a workable strategy for dealing with the
parking shortages at LIRR stations that would result from the project. At-
tempting to switch riders from one station to another with fare incentives may
work if it is coordinated with schedules; a specific plan for doing this should
be outlined in the final EIS. Also, given the track record for feeder bus service
on Long Island, why is it assumed that feeder bus service will work at this
time? Since the vast majority of LIRR riders drive to their local station, and
one of this project’s main goals is to increase LIRR ridership, parking mitiga-
tion is vital to the success of this project. The final EIS must consider other
measures to substitute for the ones above. (Schank 7)

The range of parking mitigation or accommodation options outlined on page
9E-33 of the DEIS is intended as a framework for dealing with parking
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shortfalls projected for some LIRR stations on Long Island. Since the LIRR
owns fewer than V5 of the parking lots at LIRR stations on Long Island (the
vast majority of the parking facilities fall under the jurisdiction of either the
local town, village, or other local governing entity), any detailed strategy for
expanding parking must be developed in conjunction with and tailored to
local jurisdictions, subsequent to the finalization of East Side Access service
plans.

Regarding feeder bus service, this measure is intended merely as one compo-
nent in a set of responses to parking shortfalls on Long Island and should not
be considered as a stand-alone means of mitigating the problem of parking
shortfalls at LIRR stations on Long Island.

VEHICULAR CONGESTION

Comment 108:

Response:

The DEIS projects that East Side Access would help to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) and highway congestion. Does this projection take into ac-
count the pent-up demand for automobile transportation currently suppressed
by congestion and high auto travel times? Will space freed up on the high-
ways soon disappear as other commuters find the highways more attractive?
Will some of these commuters be former public transportation users? What is
MTA’s responsibility in addressing increases in VMT that may occur as a re-
sult of the project-led decrease? (Schank 8)

The ridership forecasting process used in the EIS employs a mode-choice
model that determines the number of trips that would be made by auto, trans-
it, and other modes in the future analysis years of 2010 and 2020 throughout
the region. The future travel demand is based on population and employment
growth projections expected by the two analysis years, as determined by the
NYMTC. Within the total projected travel demand, the model accounts for
“pent-up” demand for specific elements of the transportation network. For ex-
ample, although the East Side Access Project would result in a reduction in
the number of peak period vehicle trips, the number of trips made across the
Queensboro Bridge is projected to remain steady. Some of the drivers who
currently cross the Queensboro Bridge in automobiles during the peak hour
would switch to the new East Side Access LIRR service, but other drivers
who currently use other river crossings that have tolls would then switch to
the Queensboro Bridge, where no toll is charged. However, the model does
not increase the total travel demand (i.e., the total number of trips made) in
the region during the peak period as a result of any induced or “pent-up” de-
mand that may be unleashed because of unused highway capacity. It is not ex-
pected that the project-related reduction in vehicle trips would be large
enough to result in any perceptible change in available highway capacity. The
forecasts show that approximately 14,200 auto users (equivalent to 12,100
vehicles) would shift to the LIRR each day as a result of the new East Side
Access service. In comparison, the model includes a total of 9.2 million daily
trips on Long Island, with 1.6 million trips to Manhattan. Given the very
small change in available capacity that would result from the project, it is
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unlikely that the number of peak period auto trips would increase over that
currently forecast by the model. If any auto trips were induced, they would
most likely be trips that shifted from the “shoulder” periods into the peak
hour, but the total number of daily trips would remain as predicted and the
savings in vehicle miles traveled predicted for the project would still be
realized.

OTHER ASPECTS

Comment 109:

Response:

AIR QUALITY

Comment 110:

Response:

Express bus service should be offered between Jamaica and Manhattan,
through the Midtown Tunnel, until East Side Access can be completed.
(Azumah 5)

The DEIS includes an analysis of increased bus and ferry service between
Queens and Manhattan as part of its TSM Alternative. However, new bus ser-
vice would be of limited benefit, due to substantial existing congestion on the
roadways from Queens to Manhattan.

The DEIS presents a microscale carbon monoxide analysis for the year 2010
at 10 receptor sites chosen across the study area using the New York City
Environmental Quality Review and New York State Environmental Review
Procedures guidance. In addition to receptors chosen via those methodol-
ogies, the analysis should model the receptors that were modeled in the New
York CO Attainment Demonstration SIP. Moreover, since it is typical for
motor vehicle-related emissions to increase in the outyears because of in-
creases in vehicles miles traveled, the year 2020 should also be analyzed to be
consistent with long range planning practices. (Hargrove 5)

As described in the DEIS, the air quality analysis locations were chosen using
CEQR and SEQR methodologies, which are based on EPA guidance for CO
intersection modeling, based on locations where the proposed project has the
potential to result in significant impacts. Since the proposed project would re-
sult in an overall decrease in vehicular activity in the study area, the analysis
locations were specifically chosen (using the criteria mentioned above in the
comment, which are the criteria used in New York City and New York State
for analyses of environmental impacts) to examine very localized potential
impacts. Those locations are at Long Island stations where increased ridership
would result in additional vehicle trips and at key intersections around GCT
where increased taxi activity (as well as increased pedestrian frictions) would
occur. As described in the DEIS (see page 10-8), analysis locations were
selected based on a combination of worst-case existing traffic conditions,
largest overall volumes, and most project-generated trips. An analysis of the
locations in the New York CO Attainment Demonstration is not necessary,
since the project would not result in any significant increase in vehicle ac-
tivity at those locations and therefore would not increase pollutant levels at
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Comment 111:

Response:

those sites. Attainment Demonstration sites in Manhattan consist largely of
sites that would not be affected at all by the project, such as along Route 9A
on the Hudson River, at Lincoln Center, on the Lower East Side on Delancey
Street, at Columbus Circle, and at Tenth Avenue and 57th Street. The At-
tainment Demonstration also includes sites that would be affected by the
project, but the project’s effect would be to decrease CO concentrations at
those sites because of its reduction in auto trips to Midtown Manhattan (as
described in the DEIS, the project would reduce the number of auto trips to
Midtown by approximately 6,000 in the peak period). These sites include
Second Avenue and 36th Street, which is used by traffic traveling to and from
the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, Third Avenue and 57th Street (affected by
traffic from the Queensboro Bridge), and Herald Square, which is affected by
Penn Station traffic. Also, as described in the DEIS in Chapter 9, “Transpor-
tation,” section C (“GCT Area”), the project would also result in traffic
benefits in the Times Square area, where two Attainment Demonstration
analysis sites are located.

It should be noted that the DEIS analysis concluded that only one of the 10
locations where detailed air quality analyses were conducted would have a
significant air quality impact that would require mitigation. That location is
at Madison Avenue and 48th Street, where the project would create two new
entrances to Grand Central Terminal. These results confirm that the project’s
adverse air quality effects are very localized and related to the actual access
points of the project.

As discussed on page 10-12 of the DEIS, 2010 was selected as the critical
analysis year for the microscale analysis. The choice of the project’s esti-
mated time of completion (ETC) for the microscale air quality analysis is not
unusual for an EIS in the New York metropolitan area. This is due to the ef-
fect of vehicle turnover (i.e., newer, less polluting vehicles replacing older
ones with higher emissions) on pollutant emissions even with the expected in-
crease in VMT. As discussed on page 9C-19 of the EIS, due to high levels of
existing congestion in the study area and limited portal capacity, peak hour
traffic growth in Midtown is expected to average only 0.25 percent per year
from 2010 to 2020, for a total of 2.5 percent. In contrast, based on EPA’s
MOBILESB emission factor model, idle emission factors (the most signifi-
cant contributor to intersection concentrations) from light-duty gas vehicles
are expected to decrease by 6 to 7 percent from 2010 to 2020. Therefore, CO
concentrations in the Midtown area are expected to decrease slightly between
2010 and 2020, even assuming continued growth in VMT.

The increase in Midtown Manhattan air pollution levels should be considered
in connection the East Side Access and should be included in this DEIS.
(Epstein 6)

The DEIS includes a detailed analysis of the East Side Access Project’s im-
pacts on air pollutant levels both in Midtown Manhattan as well as at other lo-
cations in Chapter 10, “Air Quality.” As described there, with implementation
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Comment 112:

Response:

Comment 113:

Response:

Comment 114:

Response:

of traffic mitigation measures, the Preferred Alternative would not result in
significant adverse impacts in terms of localized air quality. Overall, the
project would result in reductions in air pollutant burdens in the New York
region, including Midtown Manhattan.

The DEIS projects an improvement in air quality in the New York region due
to new LIRR customers who formerly drove. Is this based on the assumption
that East Side Access would reduce VMT for the region (see comment
above)? (Schank 9)

As discussed on page 10-14 of the DEIS, the air quality analysis predicts a net
decrease in air pollutants from a reduction in VMT due to the project. As
discussed above in response to Comment 108, it is not expected that the
reductions in VMT as a result of the project would be offset by any induced
or “pent-up” auto demand.

Would the number of vehicle “cold starts™ increase or decrease with East Side
Access? Cold starts are a more serious contributor to poor air quality than
VMT. Since most LIRR commuters drive to their boarding station, and there
will be more LIRR riders after East Side Access is complete, does this mean
that “cold starts” will increase? (Schank 10)

While it is true that “cold-start” vehicles (i.e., the first 505 seconds after vehi-
cle start-up) emit pollutants at a much higher rate than “hot-stabilized” vehi-
cles, the effects of the cold-start portion diminishes as the length of the trip
increases. In any event, the number of “cold-start” operations with or without
the project would be essentially the same. With East Side Access in place, the
same number of trips would be made from Long Island and eastern Queens to
western Queens and Manhattan, but more of these trips would be made by
train rather than by automobile. Thus, more people would be driving to LIRR
stations than making the longer trip to Manhattan. Nonetheless, essentially
the same number of people would be starting their vehicles each morning and
each evening.

The reduction in pollutant emissions predicted in the DEIS is a result of the
reduction in the length of each trip and not any change in the number of start-
up operations.

The statement “In terms of NYAR operations, only Blissville Yard would ex-
perience an increase in diesel locomotive operations” needs clarification. The
DEIS should make clear the specific impact on air quality particularly at
Fresh Pond Yard, which sits adjacent to Mafera Park, and Highbridge Yard,
which is located across the Harlem River from Highbridge Park and near
Macombs Dam Park. (Laird 3)

As described in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” Blissville Yard is the only location
that could potentially see an increase in diesel locomotive operations because,
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unlike Maspeth and Fresh Pond Yards, NYAR does not currently use Bliss-
ville Yard for freight operations. Currently, both Maspeth and Fresh Pond
Yards are used by NYAR as storage and trans-loading sites. By relocating
NYAR maintenance operations from Yard A to Fresh Pond Yard, the project
would not result in increased diesel locomotive operations at Fresh Pond
Yard. NYAR currently moves trains from Fresh Pond and Maspeth Yards to
Yard A for maintenance. The project would allow NYAR to consolidate
storage and maintenance of trains at Fresh Pond and Maspeth, eliminating the
need to move trains to Yard A, but not increasing train movements to and
through Fresh Pond and Maspeth Yards. Consequently, there would be no
change in air quality at Mafera Park.

As stated on page 10-17 of the FEIS, at Highbridge, the project would provide
for the storage of electric and dual-mode (electric-diesel) equipment only.
The dual-mode trains would be operated in electric mode at Highbridge.
Since electric trainsets do not emit pollutants, air pollutant levels would not
be changed by the project at Highbridge Yard. Consequently, there would be
no effect in the air quality at Highbridge Park or Macombs Dam Park.

CONTAMINATED MATERIALS

Comment 115:

Response:

The DEIS underestimates the potential impacts to groundwater and soils at
Sunnyside Yard from project dewatering activities and omits a reasonable
alternative that would avoid most of these impacts. Amtrak’s remediation of
the yard cannot be expected to be complete before work commences on the
East Side Access Project in 2001, and even with the safeguards indicated in
the DEIS for construction of the TBM launch site, the real risk remains that
the PCB-contaminated plume would be affected. Any movement of the
plume, either vertically or horizontally, is unacceptable. Further, note that a
portion of the plume and an area of soil contamination is located under and
around the proposed new track on LIRR property that will be used to access
Yard A. Failure to remedy this area of contamination now to the satisfaction
of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) could require later action and interfere with later operations. A
reasonable alternative to the very real possibility of moving the plume is
available to East Side Access Project sponsors: remediation of the free-
floating product before the East Side Access Project begins. (Ernst 5A)

The East Side Access Project recognizes its responsibility not to interfere
with future or ongoing remediation at Sunnyside Yard or to exacerbate condi-
tions by causing movement of the contaminated plume. As described in the
EIS, the project work in Queens has been specifically designed so as to avoid
movement of the groundwater in the area, and the East Side Access engineers
are confident in the proven effectiveness of the techniques to be used. As de-
scribed in the EIS, the East Side Access excavation site in Yard A would not
be actively “dewatered.” Excavation for East Side Access tunnel structures
and the TBM launch shaft would take place within sealed cofferdams (re-
ferred to throughout the DEIS as the “bathtub”). Incidental ingress of
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Comment 116:

Response:

Comment 117:

Response:

Comment 118:

groundwater would be collected and continuously recharged to ensure that
drawdown of groundwater in the immediate vicinity of the excavation would
be held within the limits of normal seasonal variation. Far field effects on
groundwater (e.g., the effects in the vicinity of the plume cited in the com-
ment) are calculated to be negligible. As the project design progresses, East
Side Access engineers will continue to study conditions at Sunnyside Yard
and work with Amtrak and NYSDEC to explore other technologies to ensure
that the groundwater and contaminated plume do not move during construc-
tion for East Side Access.

With respect to Sunnyside Yard/Yard A, this area has been designated as a
Class 2 inactive hazardous waste site by NYSDEC, and Amtrak and
NYSDEC are cleaning up the site. We want to encourage FTA’s and MTA’s
commitment to avoid and minimize any interference or obstruction with that
clean up effort, and would like to suggest that FTA and MTA examine oppor-
tunities to enhance and expedite the clean up efforts at these locations.
(Hargrove 7)

The DEIS describes that Sunnyside Yard is a designated Class 2 Inactive Haz-
ardous Waste Disposal Site and that the project sponsors are aware of the re-
sponsibility not to prevent or significantly interfere with any proposed, on-
going, or completed remediation program in Sunnyside Yard. See also the re-
sponse to Comment 115. Please note that currently no clean up agreement
exists between NYSDEC and Amtrak; the agreement is to investigate condi-
tions at the site.

Please note that in addition to dewatering for the TBM launch site, the TBM
will tunnel through areas where the groundwater is contaminated with chlori-
nated solvents. Dewatering in connection with those activities, and the possi-

bility of incurring and disposing of such contaminated groundwater, should
also be addressed in the DEIS. (Ernst 5B)

As described in the DEIS (see Chapter 17, “Construction and Construction
Impacts™), the project would have an on-site slurry plant, where the slurry
used by the TBM could be recycled for reuse. This plant would have a water
treatment facility that could treat any contaminated groundwater encountered,
so that the groundwater could be disposed of in the sewer system. As de-
scribed on pages 17-55 and 17-56 of the DEIS, site-specific CCMPs would be
prepared for all project areas. The CCMPs would provide details on the ex-
tent of pre-discharge treatment, if necessary, of groundwater encountered
during tunneling. As described above in response to Comment 115, the
project would not require active dewatering.

Another related concern is that project dewatering activities could cause off-
site groundwater, which is more heavily contaminated with chlorinated sol-
vents, to flow on-site. This should be discussed. (Emst 5C)
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Response:

Comment 119:

Response:

Comment 120:

Response:

Comment 121:

Response:

As described above in response to Comment 115, the project would not re-
quire active dewatering in Yard A and is being designed to avoid moving
groundwater at Sunnyside Yard. No active dewatering activities are proposed.
Only incidental leakage of groundwater into the sealed cofferdam would oc-
cur, and continuous recharging would eliminate effects on groundwater
movements. Far-field effects on groundwater are calculated to be negligible.

The DEIS does not discuss the need for appropriate handling of sewer lines
relocation at Sunnyside Yard in order to avoid potential adverse impacts.
Some of the sewer lines at Sunnyside Yard have been identified as containing
PCBs and require investigation and cleanup. Any relocation of lines must
take into consideration the need for proper handling and disposal of such lines
and must be coordinated with Amtrak. (Emst 6)

As described in the DEIS (see Chapter 13, “Utilities”), as the project design
progresses, a detailed utility relocation report will be prepared that sets forth
the specific utilities to be relocated and the means for performing that reloca-
tion. Any contaminated materials affected by project construction, including
those within utilities to be relocated, would be addressed in accordance with
applicable regulations.

Please note a number of factual corrections in the Contaminated Materials
chapter in the discussion of existing conditions at Sunnyside Yard. On page
14-7, we note that the plume of PCB-contaminated oil contains approximately
75,000, not 200,000, gallons of product. Also, there are no “transformer yard
areas” at Sunnyside Yard; the transformers on site are dispersed. On page
14-8, another NYSDEC Class 2 Inactive Hazardous Waste Site is located to
the north of Sunnyside Yard and is a source of chlorinated solvent-contami-
nated groundwater. (Ernst 7)

The size of the PCB-contaminated plume has been corrected in the FEIS. The
text has also been corrected to indicate that there are transformers in the yard
(but not transformer areas). The presence of another NYSDEC Class 2 Inac-
tive Hazardous Waste Site has been specifically noted in the text as well.

The DEIS should also make clear that all construction activities in the yard,
including those involving construction of replacement buildings for Amtrak
sites requiring demolition for the project, must be addressed with NYSDEC
pursuant to the 1989 Order on Consent. (Ernst 8)

The FEIS is revised to clarify that all construction activities in Sunnyside
Yard must be addressed with NYSDEC pursuant to the Order on Consent.
Please note that demolition of Amtrak buildings is no longer required by East
Side Access (this is described in more detail in the response to Comments 151
and 152).
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Comment 122:

Response:

Comment 123:

Response:

Comment 124:

Response:

The DEIS should note that all soil disposal from Sunnyside Yard must be
coordinated with Amtrak. There are restrictions on where material generated
from Amtrak property can be shipped, and all soil from soil excavations must
be sampled, properly classified, documented, and properly disposed of. This
activity must be coordinated with Amtrak, which must concur on the final
destination of such soils. (Ernst 9)

The FEIS is revised to clarify that all soil disposal from Sunnyside Yard must
be coordinated with Amtrak.

While the DEIS briefly discusses what may be done at Sunnyside Yard/Yard
A with any contaminated materials, it does not provide any information re-
garding where the material will be disposed once it is either treated on-site or
not. The DEIS also states that groundwater that is encountered in construction
will be sampled and analyzed; however, the document does not discuss how
groundwater will be treated and disposed. We recommend that the FEIS de-
scribe the procedures that FTA would follow in order to meet the require-
ments of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), such as
1) MTA or their contractor would become a hazardous waste generator upon
extraction of any contaminated soils; 2) a generator identification number
must be obtained in order to transport hazardous materials; 3) more speci-
ficity regarding on-site treatment of contaminated groundwater and soils; and
4) the procedures that will be used to comply with the requirements for
handling and disposing of hazardous waste. (Hargrove 8)

As described in Chapter 14, “Contaminated Materials,” of the DEIS and sum-
marized in Chapter 17, “Construction and Construction Impacts,” site-
specific Construction Contaminant Management Plans (CCMPs) would be
developed for all project areas to provide guidance related to hazardous ma-
terials or chemicals that may be encountered in soil or groundwater. The
CCMPs will describe the requirements for handling, management, treatment,
and disposal of contaminated materials encountered during construction. As
part of the CCMPs, the project’s construction activities would comply with
manifest requirements under state and federal regulations. The specific details
of these plans will be developed as the project design moves forward. Please
note, however, that as noted in the DEIS, the subsurface investigations con-
ducted for East Side Access indicate that the deep excavation proposed is less
likely to encounter contaminated soil.

It is not clear whether the abandoned substation 1A at Sunnyside Yard re-
quires demolition; if so, significant environmental issues involving asbestos
and pigeon waste will be implicated. (Ernst 10)

The abandoned substation 1A would not be demolished as part of East Side
Access. Please note, however, that the DEIS does indicate (see page 14-21, as
well as 14-24 through 14-26) that any asbestos or contaminated materials
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Comment 125:

Response:

Comment 126:

Response:

Comment 127:

Response:

Comment 128:

Response:

encountered in structures to be demolished would be removed prior to demo-
lition, according to all applicable state and local regulations.

The DEIS discusses maintenance and cleaning operations at Highbridge Yard
and Yard A, for example. While we appreciate the efforts to control and con-
vey the runoff of chemicals associated with these operations to specific sewer
systems, we would also suggest that FTA and MTA examine options for pol-
lution prevention pursuant to the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (PPA). We
recommend that the FEIS discuss programs and practices that can be imple-
mented at these facilities, such as recycling or reusing car cleaning chemicals,
or treatment of maintenance materials before they enter the sewer system, that
ensure that the project will comply with the PPA. (Hargrove 9)

The maintenance and cleaning facilities developed for the East Side Access
Project would be designed in accordance with the provisions of the PPA. The
discussion of this issue is expanded in the FEIS (see Chapter 15).

The known contaminants of concern that could potentially be encountered
during construction are PCBs, free petroleum and its volatile/semi-volatile
organic compounds, chlorinated solvents, pesticides and metals. The investi-
gations have covered past and current uses of the sites, visual inspection of all
potential areas of contamination (such as USTs or ASTs, PCB containing
transformers, storage areas, areas of illegal dumping, etc.). (de Quillfeldt 1)

Comment noted. The EIS describes the contaminants of concern and investi-
gations conducted for the project in Chapter 14.

Any environmental impacts present or inherent as a result of past site opera-
tions, but not caused by the construction, are not addressed by the DEIS. (de
Quillfeldt 2)

The purpose of this EIS is to assess potential impacts related to the construc-
tion and/or operation of the proposed East Side Access Project, and if neces-
sary, present reasonable and feasible mitigation measures to eliminate or
minimize any significant adverse impacts.

In Manhattan, GCT is in unfractured bedrock, so there would be little soil re-
moval. Environmental impacts are unlikely. The project recognizes the possi-

bility of encountering perched water tables at the soil bedrock interface that
could require product recovery as a result of some past spills. (de Quillfeldt

3)

Comment noted. This comment is essentially correct, especially for Option 2.
However, under Option 1, the DEIS did disclose that some soil would be dis-
turbed underneath the Metro-North tunnel.
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Comment 129:

Response:

Comment 130:

Response:

Comment 131:

Response:

The description of Amtrak Sunnyside Yard on page 14-2 as a Class 2 site is
somewhat incorrect. A Class 2 designation applies to a site which poses sig-

nificant threat to human health and/or the environment and where action is
required. (de Quillfeldt 4)

The additional text suggested has been added to the FEIS.

NYSDEC was not involved in the review of any investigation work plans for
the Roosevelt Island location. (de Quillfeldt 5)

Based on a preliminary site assessment performed for Roosevelt Island, it was
determined that detailed subsurface investigations were not necessary.

The rationale for proposing New York City Sewer Ordinance Criteria for cer-
tain metals as threshold levels for groundwater is not clear. A Long Island
Well permit would be required if construction would involve dewatering, and
the permit conditions would specify the discharge criteria. All groundwater
in New York State are classified GA, and Part 703 Class GA groundwater
standards should be used at all sites, regardless of whether the groundwater
is used for drinking or not. For soils, TAGM 4046 numbers should be used,
except at sites where higher numbers are specifically approved with deed re-
strictions. (de Quillfeldt 6)

Although all groundwater in New York State is classified GA, the East Side
Access Project’s only potential effect on groundwater is dewatering and the
resulting discharge. It is anticipated that minimal dewatering may occur at
one or more locations as part of the construction phase of the project. As de-
scribed in the EIS, the construction techniques developed for the project in
Queens would minimize the amount of dewatering required there. The proj-
ect’s “bathtub” would be constructed with a slurry wall, to minimize the de-
watering required, and pumps would be installed to remove any water that
leaks into the bathtub. As noted in the comment, anywhere in the four coun-
ties of Long Island, a well permit would be required with specific permit con-
ditions determined as part of the permit process. No discharges to ground-
water are anticipated; rather discharges would be to existing sewers or adja-
cent surface water bodies. In Queens, disposal would most likely be to the
existing sewer system and the New York City sewer ordinance levels would
apply (potentially with other requirements for other contaminants of con-
cern). Similarly, the New York City sewer ordinance levels would apply at
Highbridge Yard in the Bronx, unless the discharge was to surface water. In
that case, a SPDES permit would likely be required, with limits set equal to
(or some multiple of) the applicable surface water standards. Therefore, in the
DEIS comparisons were made of existing contaminant concentrations in
groundwater to both New York City sewer ordinance levels and surface water
quality standards of the closest surface water body.

TAGM 4046 is a guidance document with soil guidance values developed
based on scenarios that do not and will not occur at the project sites (e.g.,
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Comment 132:

Response:

Comment 133:

Response:

Comment 134:

residential use and potable groundwater). As such, comparison to these levels
would merely indicate the sites are likely unsuitable for such purposes. Con-
sistent with the approach currently being taken by NYSDEC at Sunnyside
Yard, comparisons were made to soil screening levels more appropriate for
the project sites’ current and future use and restrictions.

The TAGM 4046 number of 50 ppm for individual SVOC in soil applies un-
less a lower number is specified. The Department does not recognize filtered
samples, and only the unfiltered samples should be compared to the appro-
priate standard. (de Quilifeldt 7)

As noted in the response to Comment 131, TAGM 4046 is a guidance docu-
ment with values developed based on scenarios that do not and will not occur
at the project sites. The value of 50 ppm for individual SVOCs was used only
as a comparison to indicate potentially significant levels of contamination.
The comparison to the individual TAGM 4046 SVOC levels would merely in-
dicate most site soils are unsuitable as surface soils at residential sites. With
respect to filtered samples, filtered samples were used to provide an indica-
tion of water quality with mitigation in place, since the project would be
using settling basins before discharging any groundwater encountered during
tunnel construction into the sewer system. The majority of surface water stan-
dards for metals require filtered samples to determine compliance. For this
reason both results of filtered and unfiltered metals samples were presented
to indicate the likelihood of compliance with the NYC Sewer Ordinance (un-
filtered) and NYSDEC saline surface water standards/guidance values (fil-
tered). Additionally, the results of filtered metals samples in groundwater are
useful in determining the extent to which the metals are actually dissolved
rather than indicative of suspended particulates which can be a result of the
well conditions (especially in shallow wells installed in fill).

Except for the cut and cover portion west of Park Avenue, all proposed con-
struction in the Manhattan alignment is in deep bedrock. As a result, con-
struction-related environmental impacts from potentially contaminated soil
and groundwater, if any, are expected to be minimal. (de Quillfeldt 8)

Comment noted. This is especially true for Option 2.

The construction of tunnels through Sunnyside Yard may cause the contami-
nants to dislodge, and the free petroleum plume or the dissolved chlorinated
solvents plume and/or the BTEX plume to expand and/or migrate off-site.
The construction-related impacts of these plumes and other contaminants
have not been fully evaluated, and NYSDEC at this time cannot make an un-
equivocal statement that the proposed construction would not cause adverse
environmental impacts. Because Sunnyside Yard is a Class 2 site, the project
sponsors would need to closely coordinate the construction with Amtrak, the
owners and operators of Sunnyside Yard. It may be possible to partially or
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Comment 135:

Response:

Comment 136:

Response:

fully remediate the yard prior to proceeding with project construction. (de
Quillfeldt 9)

The EIS does disclose the potential problems and issues associated with con-
struction of the project through Sunnyside Yard, a Class 2 site. As noted in
response to Comment 115, the East Side Access Project recognizes its respon-
sibility not to interfere with future or ongoing remediation at Sunnyside Yard
or to exacerbate conditions by causing movement of the contaminated plume.
To the extent possible at this stage of the design, possible mitigation
measures have been proposed to prevent movement of the floating plume, in-
cluding the use of a low-permeability slurry wall to minimize any dewatering
required. However, as the project proceeds into preliminary engineering and
final design, the designers will continue to conduct subsurface investigations
in an effort to refine the analysis of plume migration as well as the assessment
of candidate measures to prevent any adverse impacts. The project team and
its engineers will continue to work with NYSDEC and Amtrak on measures
to avoid adverse impacts.

As stated previously, all groundwater in New York State is considered Class
GA regardless of its use or salinity concentrations. NYSDEC questions refer-
ence to Class SD criteria in Table 14-3, Project Evaluation Criteria. (de
Quillfeldt 10)

As outlined in response to Comment 131 above, the comparison of existing
groundwater levels to surface water standards was made since it is possible
that dewatered groundwater may be discharged to surface water. A SPDES
permit would presumably be required for this discharge with Iimits set equal
to (or some multiple of) the applicable surface water standards.

It may be possible to justify the same clean-up standards at Yard A as estab-
lished for Sunnyside Yard, with the same or similar deed restrictions. (de
Quillfeldt 11)

The approach may well be appropriate for the areas affected by project-
related construction activities in Yard A and will be discussed with NYSDEC
during future meetings on project construction.

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

Comment 137:

The FEIS should establish, to the satisfaction of the New York State Depart-
ment of State, Division of Coastal Resources, and the NYC Local Waterfront
Revitalization Program, that the project will not adversely affect the coastal
zone of the State or the City. This analysis should be made while examining
the project’s effects on the State’s coastal policies as set forth in the State’s
Coastal Management Program (CMP) and the City’s coastal policies as con-
tained in its Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP). That analysis
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should be set forth in the FEIS, preferably in a separate section of the docu-
ment. As a State agency, the MTA/LIRR is required to see to it that the proj-
ect is carried out in consonance with the State’s CMP and the City’s LWRP
and the policies as set forth in their respective documents. (Buerle 1)

The DEIS and FEIS include a separate analysis of the project’s effects on the
coastal zone and consistency with the coastal policies. Please see Chapter 16,
“Coastal Zone Management.”

CONSTRUCTION AND CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

GENERAL

Comment 138:

Response:

Comment 139:

Response:

Comment 140:

Response:

Comment 141:

The impacts of this project during construction would be relatively small, as
most of the work would occur underground with little activity on the surface.
Using General Contractor Association contractors would assuage safety con-
cerns about construction of the project. (Elmer 4)

Comment noted. Impacts associated with construction of the Preferred Alter-
native are discussed in detail in Chapter 17 of the EIS.

Direct and indirect employment from construction of the project would result
in thousands of jobs for construction workers in the area, three out of four of
whom reside in New York City, and build middle-class neighborhoods
throughout the city. (Elmer 5)

Comment noted. Direct and indirect employment from construction of the
Preferred Alternative of East Side Access is discussed on pages 17-25 and
17-26 of the DEIS.

The Department of Buildings has a memorandum of understanding (MOU)
with Metro-North regarding the operation of cranes and derricks. The Depart-
ment would request that a siiilar MOU be executed with the LIRR prior to
any work being performed. (Visconti 3)

The East Side Access Project will look into Metro-North’s arrangement with
the Department of Buildings and work with the Department of Buildings on
an acceptable agreement regarding the operation of cranes and derricks for
the project. However, unlike Metro-North, LIRR personnel are not expected
to operate cranes or derricks during the East Side Access Project construc-
tion. All cranes and derricks would be operated by contractors, who would be
expected to adhere to all applicable city regulations in relation to the use of
cranes and derricks.

The DEIS discloses that the excavated material from the drilling of the 13
miles of tunnels through Queens and Manhattan will be brought up in
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Comment 142:

Response:

Queens, where it will be removed via rail and truck. We recommend that the
FEIS further explore the options for beneficial reuse of this material, especial-
ly for the considerable volume of material that is generated in Build Option
2. (Hargrove 6)

The DEIS includes a discussion of some potential sites where the excavated
material could be reused (see pages 17-17, 17-18, and 17-19). As noted in the
DEIS, some of the materials would be used as back{ill at Yard A and other
project construction areas. The DEIS also states that some fill could also be
used for embankments to be constructed as part of the Harold Interlocking
improvements. Finally, the DEIS states, “While there are a number of poten-
tial destinations for this material, specific locations cannot be determined at
this time, due to a number of factors.” Principally, those factors include the
fact that the specific sequence, duration, and timing of construction, and the
specific construction methodologies to be used are not yet finalized, so it is
difficult to know what reuse sites might be available at the same time. For
example, the DEIS notes that other large construction projects, such as land-
fills and large-scale waterfront projects, might require fill materials from East
Side Access.

Although the DEIS explains that most construction activities will generally be
contained within the construction sites and/or underground, any possible con-
struction impacts on open space (specifically Mafera Park at Fresh Pond
Yard) should be disclosed in Chapter 17. (Laird 4)

The discussion in the FEIS is revised to more clearly indicate that there proj-
ect would not result in any significant adverse impacts on open spaces (in-
cluding Mafera Park) during construction (see Chapter 17).

IMPACTS ALONG MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT

Comment 143:

Response:

The impact of tunnel construction in the area from Second Avenue to Park
Avenue, where tunnels run under a number of residences, has not been ad-
equately discussed in the DEIS. (Gualtieri 2)

The DEIS includes a detailed analysis of the project’s impacts during con-
struction in Chapter 17, “Construction and Construction Impacts.” This dis-
cussion has been augmented in the FEIS to clarify that the tunnels in Manhat-
tan from Second Avenue to Park Avenue would be within bedrock and that
the amount of settlement of earth or structures above the tunnels is expected
to be insignificant. Conceptual parametric studies of settlement potential con-
ducted for structures overlying the multiple station caverns at GCT found
them to be minimal, on the order of a few millimeters. Above the running tun-
nels, the amount of underground excavation is smaller and the excavations
are much deeper. Therefore, the influence of these excavations on overlying
structures would be minimal. Strict enforcement of the project construction
specifications, together with regular settlement monitoring of the overlying
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properties and streets would ensure that the construction impacts remain
within predicted and permitted ranges. Threshold (trigger) limits would be
established for any settlements recorded, so that mitigation measures can be
instituted ahead of any potential damage to the overlying properties and utili-
ties. In the case of tunnels in rock, this would be expected to be limited to ad-
ditional rock support and rock injection grouting from within the tunnels
themselves.

The EIS also includes a very detailed ground-borne noise and vibration study
for the buildings above the tunnel, as discussed in the EIS in Chapter 11,
“Noise and Vibration.” That analysis concludes that no significant adverse
noise or vibration impacts would occur to the buildings above the tunnel, with
the inclusion of the mitigation measures planned as part of the project.

IMPACTS IN QUEENS

Comment 144:

Response:

Comment 145:

Disposing of excavated tunnel material via truck through Queens streets is not
an acceptable option due to the impacts. Rail should be the only option for re-
moving excavated material from tunnel construction sites in Queens. Using
trucks even as a back-up plan in case the rail option is not adopted is simply
not acceptable. (Shulman 1, Nolan 1)

While every effort would be made to remove excavated material via rail, re-
moval of excavated material via truck must be kept open as an option, due to
the potential contractual issues associated with using rail as the sole source of
material removal.

Newcomers High School is immediately adjacent to the proposed work site
for the project, and we are concerned about impacts during construction. Be-
cause all Queens high schools are currently overcrowded, Newcomers High
School must remain functional during construction. Relocation is not an
option. (Zedalis 1)

The DEIS’s discussion of noise impacts to the Newcomers High School at
28-01 41st Avenue in Queens is inadequate. While the DEIS admits that the
project may have significant adverse noise impacts on Newcomers School,
we do not believe the proposed mitigation measures will meet the require-
ments of existing New York State statutes or the needs of the school. The
DEIS states that LIRR would consult with school officials during final design
to consider the need for sound insulating construction fencing. However, we
do not believe the installation of sound insulating fencing will be a satisfac-
tory solution to the problems of noise and dust that may occur. The proximity
of the school to the construction site, along with the school’s need to keep
windows open during summer months, will make noise a significant problem
at the school that are not sufficiently mitigated in the DEIS. We do not see
how the proposed remediation will prevent this project from violating the re-
quirements of the State Education Law, Section 155.5, Uniform Safety
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Standards for School Construction and Maintenance Projects, which man-
dates that construction and maintenance operations not produce noise in ex-
cess of 60 dBA in the occupied spaces of school buildings. NYCT’s 63rd
Street Connector Project created several incidents in which excess dust pene-
trated the building and, during the project’s early stages, created a great deal
of noise that disrupted the learning environment in the school. (Zedalis 2)

We are also concerned about air quality and dust during construction. The
DEIS treats the possibility of dust from the project as if it were not a substan-
tial problem. However, the location and the need to keep windows open
during warm weather leads us to believe that both dust and air quality would
be significant problems at Newcomers High School. (Zedalis 5)

The construction work for the East Side Access Project would not require re-
location of any school activities. As described in the EIS (see Chapter 17),
dust and noise emissions from the construction activities would be strictly
controlled through application of technical control measures, detailed con-
struction planning, specification of site-specific emission limits and control
requirements in project construction contracts, and stringent MTA inspection
of contractor compliance. Dust and noise emissions would be controlled to
well within established health and safety limits. Please note that the State
Education Law, Section 155.5, Uniform Safety Standards for School Con-
struction and Maintenance Projects, mandates that school construction and
maintenance projects implement acoustical abatement measures when school
construction operations produce noise in excess of 60 dBA. However, the
East Side Access Project is not a school construction or maintenance project,
and consequently this standard is not applicable.

Please note that the East Side Access work proposed is farther from the
school than was the NYCT project. The nearest point of the tunnel construc-
tion work activity anticipated is approximately 300 feet away from the nearest
point on the Newcomers High School buildings (see Figure 17-6 in the FEIS).
There would be no tunneling activities west of the eastern curb line of 29th
Street and 41st Avenue. In contrast, NYCT’s 63rd Street Connector Project
involved construction activities in close proximity to the school.

To address the Board of Education’s concerns, however, additional quantified
analysis of noise impacts during construction were performed for the FEIS.
These analyses indicate that interior and exterior noise levels could increase
by up to 10 dBA (constituting a doubling of loudness) due to project-related
construction activities. While this increase would be temporary (the majority
of work would occur over a 2Vs-year period, with minimal activity occurring
on the site for another 2% years), the magnitude of the increase could poten-
tially affect the learning environment in the classrooms facing the staging
area on 29th Street.

While a noise barrier would effectively mitigate the noise level increase for

first-floor classrooms, it would be relatively ineffective for the upper floors
of the school. As described in the FEIS (see Chapter 17), to minimize disrup-
tions at Newcomers High School, MTA would work with representatives
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Comment 146:

Response:

Comment 147:

Response:

from the school to develop a plan to mitigate the construction-related noise
effects. Such a plan would include sound-insulating construction fencing and
the installation of double-glazed windows or air conditioning units. MTA
would continue to work with school representatives throughout the construc-
tion period to address problems if they arise.

The maintenance of the structural integrity of the Newcomers High School
has not been adequately addressed, as tunneling work will occur almost di-
rectly under the building. The ongoing NYCT 63rd Street Connector Project
has caused tremors in the building even though the project is not nearly as
large. (Zedalis 3)

The East Side Access Project would not require tunneling in the vicinity of
Newcomers High School, since that part of the tunnel has already been com-
pleted. The project would require only a small length of new tunnel from the
existing 63rd Street Tunnel bellmouth, which is close to Northern Boulevard,
across Northern Boulevard and into the Sunnyside Yard complex. The school
buildings lie entirely outside the zone of influence of the project tunnel con-
struction work; therefore, there would be no threat to the structural integrity
of the school buildings. The nearest point of the tunnel construction work ac-
tivity anticipated is approximately 300 feet away from the nearest point on
the Newcomers High School building. There would be no tunneling activities
west of the eastern curb line of 29th Street and 41st Avenue. In contrast,
NYCT’s 63rd Street Connector Project involved construction activities in
close proximity to the school. See also the response to Comment 145.

We are concerned about the potential health and safety of students traveling
to and from school during the construction period. For NYCT’s 63rd Street
Connector work, for quite some time after construction began, the Transit
Authority did not properly block off its construction site from the streets com-
monly used by students to gain access to the school and this posed a clear
danger to the students. (Zedalis 4)

The East Side Access Project construction site would be fully enclosed by
fencing and/or barrier walls prior to commencement of work, to ensure public
areas are protected. All vehicular traffic access to and from the site would be
restricted to truck routes on Northern Avenue via secure entry/exit gates; no
access would be permitted via 29th Street or 41st Avenue. Anticipated traffic
volumes are described in the DEIS in Chapter 17, “Construction and Con-
struction Impacts.” As described in the DEIS, Maintenance and Protection of
Traffic Plans and Site Safety Plans would be developed during the detailed
design stage of the project, and all work would be carried out in conformance
with these plans to ensure the safety of the public as well as project construc-
tion workers.
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Response:

In summary, we believe that the project should not move forward without a
firm commitment on the part of the MTA to do whatever is necessary to pre-
vent a negative impact on the learning environment at Newcomers High
School. We are more than willing to meet with representatives of the MTA to
determine what must be done to ensure that the students at the school would
not be adversely affected and that the project itself meets all the requirements
of the State Education Law. We have been contacted by representatives of the
MTA who have given us verbal assurances that the intend to do everything
possible to work with us. However, the DEIS gives no such assurance.
(Zedalis 6)

MTA is committed to ensure that the East Side Access construction work
would be designed and carried out without causing unacceptable adverse ef-
fects on the learning environment at Newcomers High School, and in compli-
ance with federal and state regulations. MTA will continue to work with re-
presentatives of the school throughout the project. The EIS has been revised
to elaborate on this topic (see also the response to Comment 145).

IMPACTS AT SUNNYSIDE YARD

Comment 149:

Response:

To avoid significant impacts to Amtrak operations, additional mitigation mea-
sures during construction must be included. Even with the most advanced
TBM methodology, given soil conditions at the yard, some soil settlement
should be expected from tunneling activities. In addition, excavation on the
north side of the yard appears to affect water table elevation and groundwater
flow, which in turn can cause soil settlement. Any soil settlement at the yard,
particularly beneath the body track, could case serious and significant delays
in train service. Tunnel construction needs additional review, testing and con-
tingency plans. Some suggested mitigation measures include soil monitoring,
providing a carrier (self-supporting) rail during all phases of construction af-
fecting a yard lead or track, and underpinning tracks in the yard. (Ernst 11)

During preparation of the DEIS, engineering studies were conducted of the
potential for soil settlement. These studies (which are referenced as suppor-
ting documents in the DEIS) describe the measures to be taken so that mini-
mal to no soil settlement would occur as a result of the project. First, the tun-
neling methodology selected was chosen to minimize the potential for soil
settlement. In addition, settlement and groundwater levels would be intensive-
ly monitored throughout the construction period. Corrective measures would
be maintained on standby for immediate implementation, as appropriate, if
specified threshold levels are being approached or exceeded. Analyses do not
show track bridging or installation of underpinning, which would itself dis-
rupt Amtrak operations, to be necessary or justifiable; East Side Access will
continue to coordinate closely with Amtrak to ensure construction operations
would not impact Amtrak operations. An expanded discussion of this issue is
included in the FEIS.
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Comment 150:

Response:

Comment 151:

Response:

Comment 152:

We understand that two out of four train lines will be taken out of service at
Harold Interlocking, with only a single temporary western bypass route for
both LIRR and Amtrak, which will result in a single track operation for
Amtrak service to and from Boston. The temporary western route would be
primarily for LIRR service, reducing by half the number of tracks available to
Amtrak. This will cause delays and seriously compromise Amtrak’s new
high-speed train service, which will at least double the number of Amtrak
trains between Boston and Washington, D.C., by 2010. This impact can be
addressed through the construction of a temporary eastern bypass as well as
a western bypass. (Emst 12)

The single-track Amtrak operation referred to in the comment would occur
only during Harold Interlocking Construction Stage 3, which is scheduled to
last for 12 months. The section of single-track would be between Gate and
Harold Switch ZF2 (801 Switch of the current Harold Interlocking), a dis-
tance of about 1.5 miles. In 1995, the Penn Station Utilization and Capacity
Study simulated a single-track operation between Gate and Harold and
showed that it could support Amtrak’s proposed 2012 Operating Plan, in-
cluding Acela service. In the event of Amtrak equipment failure on the single-
track section of line, a quick response should occur because of the close prox-
imity of Sunnyside Yard.

The loss of body tracks 1 and 2, representing 40 percent of the storage area
for the S&I Building, for the duration of the East Side Access construction
will make it impossible to provide high speed service as currently scheduled.
There 1s no indication in the DEIS whether body tracks 1 and 2 will be relo-
cated or replaced prior to their removal from service. (Ernst 13)

Loss of outbound motor and north runner tracks at Sunnyside Yard during
Stage 1 construction will impact Amtrak’s and NJ Transit’s access to the en-
gine service area and loop track, and make it impossible to route trains effi-
ciently through Sunnyside Yard, which in turn will cause delays to New York
dispatchments and degrade Northeast Corridor service. The document should
clarify that the temporary north runner and outbound motor tracks will be
constructed prior to these tracks being removed from service. (Ernst 14)

Since publication of the DEIS, the construction plan at Sunnyside has been
modified to ameliorate impacts to Amtrak. The new plan, which is reflected
in the FEIS, has relocated the TBM launch wall 150 feet north of the location
described in the DEIS. In this revised plan, East Side Access would not affect
body tracks 1 and 2 or outbound motor and north runner tracks at Sunnyside
Yard during construction.

Amtrak has no current plans to rebuild Buildings 2, 3, and 4 in Sunnyside
Yard; loss of these buildings must be replaced with other permanent facilities
for Amtrak maintenance and yard personnel, and this replacement must be
part of the costs of East Side Access. The DEIS incorrectly states that Amtrak
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Comment 153:

Response:

plans to demolish these building and construct a new facility for maintenance
and yard personnel. While this was identified as a long-term planning possi-
bility, it is not currently in Amtrak’s budget or plans. Building new facilities
and relocating Amtrak’s workforce is not discussed or indicated anywhere on
the construction schedule. Also, please note that while the DEIS reflects that
Buildings 2, 3, and 4 are planned for demolition, all other documents sub-
mitted to Amtrak reflect the desired demolition of Buildings 3, 4, and 5.
Please clarify. (Ernst 24)

The plans reflected in the DEIS are silent on the condition of the TBM launch
site upon project completion and return of the site to Amtrak. If the launch
site is on Amtrak property, the site should be returned with the capacity to
support future tracks. Otherwise, NJ Transit will be unable to use the area, as
planned, for its future growth. (Ernst 33)

As described in response to Comment 151, the TBM launch site has been re-
located since publication of the DEIS, so as to avoid adverse impacts to Am-
trak’s property. The new launch site is 150 feet north of Amtrak’s property,
within Yard A. Consequently, the East Side Access Project would not require
demolition of these Amtrak buildings. The FEIS reflects this change.

Reversing the operations of Lines 1 and 2 during Stage 3 construction and the
use of unidirectional equipment will cause serious operational difficulties and
congestion in the yard and result in delays to Northeast Corridor train service.
Congestion will result because eastward trains would operate Line 2 to
Sunnyside to the Sub tracks, but these tracks are not long enough to hold mul-
tiple trains, so throughput to the yard will be affected, especially during the
AM peak period. In addition, reversing the operations of Lines 1 and 2 will
also impede train servicing and car washing for NJ Transit. Trains currently
circulate via the loop track, where they are washed; the car wash on Loops 1
and 2 currently operates only in the eastward direction. If Lines 1 and 2
are reversed, the resulting impacts can only be avoided by reorienting Sunny-
side Yard body track walkways, adding a 480V standby system, adding unidi-
rectional capacity to the Sunnyside Yard car wash, and adding yard/relay
crews for the increased train movements required. (Emnst 15)

The reversing of operations referred to in the comment would occur only dur-
ing Harold Interlocking Construction Stage 3, which is scheduled to last for
12 months. East Side Access would upgrade the switch at Sub 4 to 30 mph,
which would mitigate potential delays into Sunnyside Yard during the AM
peak period. The comment is correct in stating that PM peak period trains
from Sunnyside Yard to Penn Station would operate via the loop tracks. East
Side Access would modify or upgrade the existing car wash to support this
operation. Additional functional requirements within Sunnyside Yard to sup-
port the reversing of operations will be studied during East Side Access
design.
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Comment 154:

Response:

Comment 155:

Response:

Comment 156:

The methods in the DEIS discussed for controlling vibration are insufficient
for protecting structures at Sunnyside Yard, many of which are over 90 years
old and fragile. Without additional protection and monitoring, impacts from
blasting and other activities is likely. In particular, buildings near the TBM
launch site are in fragile condition. Other concerns are the underground utility
tunnel perpendicular to the track structures, the tracks themselves, and, if not
yet reconstructed, the Honeywell Street bridge. Amtrak notes that the blasting
specifications for acceptable vibration levels are less restrictive than those
used by Amtrak for work on or adjacent to Amtrak’s property. For these rea-
sons, we believe that the special mitigation measures to be used for historic
resources and discussed in the DEIS at pp. 17-53 to 17-54 should be used for
all structures affected by vibration from construction at the yard, and that
Amtrak specifications for blasting should control. (Ernst 16)

The FEIS is revised to indicate that the project would follow Amtrak speci-
fications for blasting in or near the yard. Vibration levels would be monitored
by the contractor at the foundation of nearby structures during all blasting ac-
tivities. Measures to minimize vibration levels to adhere to applicable stan-
dards and Amtrak specifications would be implemented as necessary.

The roadway from 42nd Place to the new S&I Building appears to be cut off
by the “open cut” operations on the north side of the yard. This would impede
access to the building, which would affect the high speed program and, during
New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) construction of the
Honeywell Street bridge, could mean no vehicular access to that part of the
yard. The roadway from 42nd Place is the new accessway to the S&I
Building, once it is in place, and is also the alternative for yard access during
work on the Honeywell Street bridge. (Ernst 18)

The FEIS is revised to indicate that East Side Access would maintain access
at all times to this part of Sunnyside Yard. As described below in response to
Comment 157, East Side Access construction work in Sunnyside and
NYCDOT bridge reconstruction work would not occur concurrently, since
NYCDOT anticipates completing the reconstruction work before East Side
Access construction is scheduled to begin.

The use of a large area on the south side of Sunnyside Yard for a staging area
would dislocate Amtrak’s current Maintenance of Way base, where all track
supplies and materials are stored for New York area track infrastructure. The
DEIS provides insufficient information on construction staging locations to
determine impacts to operations at Sunnyside Yard. Amtrak is concerned that
such areas not impede access via the south side of the yard, which may be-
come the primary access to the yard once excavation at Northern Boulevard
begins. Staging areas in the yard have already been committed to the
NYCDOT for its bridge reconstruction project, making space very tight.
Moreover, the DEIS should clarify that any plan involving the use of Amtrak
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Comment 157:

Response:

Comment 158:
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property is subject to Amtrak review and the project sponsors reaching an
agreement with Amtrak. (Emst 19)

The FEIS expands on the discussion of constructing staging areas and clari-
fies that any plan involving the use of Amtrak property is subject to Amtrak
review (see Chapter 17). As described in response to Comments 155 and 157,
East Side Access construction work in Sunnyside and NYCDOT bridge re-
construction work would not occur concurrently, since NYCDOT anticipates
completing the reconstruction work before East Side Access construction is
scheduled to begin. Please note that the East Side Access team has met with
Amtrak regularly during the EIS process to present supporting information
that is specifically of interest to Amtrak, and the team will continue to meet
and coordinate with Amtrak throughout the project design process regarding
this and other issues.

Although the need for coordination with NYCDOT is mentioned, the project
construction staging plans and schedule do not appear to fully appreciate the
effects of the NYCDOT bridge project for reconstruction of the Honeywell
Street and Queens Boulevard bridges traversing the yard. The bridge project
is a fully funded and scheduled project which Amtrak is committed to support
with manpower and scheduling of yard activities; Amtrak does not have the
staff to be able to support the East Side Access Project at the same time.
(Ernst 20)

The East Side Access team has met with representatives of NYCDOT to dis-
cuss the planned reconstruction of the Honeywell Street and Queens Boule-
vard bridges. At a meeting on May 25, 2000, NYCDOT indicated that the
work at both bridges is scheduled to be completed by November 2002. As
shown in the construction schedule provided in the DEIS in Figure 17-1, this
work should not interfere in any way with the East Side Access construction
work in Queens. Further, the DEIS notes (see page 17-42) that construction
activities would be coordinated with NYCDOT’s programs for rehabilitating
these bridges.

Information is needed on how and where the tunnel drilling machinery will
vent to the surface, and what constituents will be released into the air as a re-
sult of TBM operations. (Emst 21)

As described in the DEIS (see page 17-43, in the discussion of air quality
during construction), the tunnel drilling machinery in Manhattan would be
vented to the staging area at Northern Boulevard in Queens. The FEIS has
been expanded to describe the ventilation required for the tunneling work be-
low Sunnyside Yard as well. Specifically, temporary ventilation of the
Queens tunnel work would be provided from Yard A at the TBM launch site,
150 feet east of Amtrak’s property at Sunnyside Yard. At this location, fresh
air would be pumped into the tunnels, which would cause air within the tun-
nels to be released at Yard A. The air coming from the tunnels would contain
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Comment 159:

Response:

Comment 160:

Response:

the same constituents as the ambient air at Yard A. (Please note that the TBM
would be powered by electricity supplied by Con Edison, so no exhaust from
drilling machinery would be emitted.)

No analysis has been made of the traffic impacts—trains, trucks, or otherwise
—within, around, and to Sunnyside Yard due to construction delivery and soil
and debris removal activities associated with this major construction project.
(Ernst 22)

The DEIS includes an analysis of the train traffic impacts that could occur
during construction in Sunnyside Yard on page 17-35. This text is revised in
the FEIS to indicate that construction of the East Side Access Project would
require approximately two 20-car freight trains per day that would pass
through Yard A and use the Montauk Branch during off-peak hours. These
trains would not travel through Amtrak’s property at Sunnyside Yard.

The DEIS also includes an analysis of vehicular traffic impacts outside of
Sunnyside Yard during construction (see page 17-41). Because of the con-
cerns about air quality in the Queens Plaza area, much of the detailed con-
struction traffic analysis performed for the DEIS was presented in detail in
the discussion of air quality during construction (starting on page 17-45); this
material has also been added to the discussion of traffic in the FEIS. The ex-
panded discussion in the FEIS (see Chapter 17) also includes a description of
the vehicular traffic expected within the Sunnyside rail complex during
construction. Since the publication of the DEIS, construction impacts to
Amtrak’s storage tracks and facilities within Sunnyside Yard have been re-
duced as a result of design refinements to the project. These refinements shift
the location of the launch shaft for the Queens TBM to be entirely within
Yard A and outside of Sunnyside Yard. Work, staging, and laydown areas
within Yard A would be accessed by vehicles via local streets, and not
through Sunnyside Yard. Furthermore, the final Maintenance and Protection
of Traffic Plan will be submitted to Amtrak for review.

As noted in the DEIS, residential uses exist approximately 70 feet from the
proposed construction of Harold Interlocking. Amtrak urges the MTA/LIRR
to commit to installing a noise barrier alongside the construction alignment
during the period of intrusive, noise-intensive activity, such as pile driving.
(Emst 23)

The DEIS includes an analysis of noise impacts during construction in Chap-
ter 17 (see page 17-49). The method of installing piles would be determined
as design progresses, and, if possible, piles would be installed using methods
other than pile-driving, to minimize noise impacts to the adjacent community.
The appropriateness and feasibility of installing temporary construction noise
barriers would be determined at that time.
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Comment 161:

Response:

Comment 162:

Response:

Comment 163:

Response:

In addition to the utilities discussed at page 13-3 in the DEIS, a new water
line will be installed as part of the NYCDOT Honeywell Street and Queens
Boulevard bridge replacement project. This new line will need to be main-
tained and protected during construction. Also, a temporary water line should
be installed prior to any demolition of the existing line. (Ernst 25)

As discussed in the EIS in Chapter 13, “Utilities,” and summarized in Chapter
17, a detailed study of utility replacement will be conducted as design from
the project proceeds. All existing utilities within the construction area would
be protected and maintained while new connections are made, and utilities
that are to remain in place would be protected and maintained during
construction.

Since loss of the 42-inch sewer line at the south side of the yard will cause the
shutdown of Amtrak’s vacuum sewer system for train maintenance (waste
disposal), the new sewer line must be installed prior to tunneling operations
in the yard. This is not indicated on the construction scheduling for the proj-
ect in the DEIS. (Ernst 26)

As described in Chapter 13 of the DEIS, all utilities that are to be replaced
would be protected and maintained until new connections are made. The con-
struction schedule in the DEIS (provided in Figure 17-1) is not intended to
provide a detailed layout of all elements of construction; rather, it gives an
overview of the main elements of construction. More detailed information
pertinent to Amtrak will be provided to Amtrak for review when it is
available.

There are already a significant number of Con Ed power outages in Sunnyside
Yard, and any additional loss, which often accompanies major construction
projects involving line relocation, would provide unacceptable shutdown in
operations at the yard, affecting train movements in and out of Penn Station
and Northeast Corridor service. It is not clear if any of the six additional sub-
stations planned by East Side Access will provide dedicated back-up elec-
trical services for Sunnyside Yard. In addition, there are a number of existing
Amtrak substations potentially impacted by the project. These include Station
No. 44 (not shown on any DEIS drawings), which is within the Harold Inter-
locking area, and the static frequency converter substation, close to the loop
track. (Ernst 27)

Additional information is needed on the location of the fourth loop track to
assess if there will be impacts to Amtrak’s frequency converter. Current plans
do not locate Amtrak’s new frequency converter in relation to the fourth loop
track. (Emst 29)

The six substations planned by East Side Access would not provide back-up
electrical services for Amtrak’s operations at Sunnyside Yard. The East Side
Access team is in discussions with Con Edison to ensure that power to the
yard is not disrupted as a result of project construction. The project’s
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Comment 164:

Response:

Comment 165:

Response:

construction plan would minimize impacts to Amtrak’s facilities, including
substations and the static frequency converter substation.

A utility relocation plan for water, electrical, and sewer service should be pro-
vided to Amtrak for review. Without such a plan, it is not possible to deter-
mine at this time whether there will be any additional utility impacts from the
project. (Ernst 28)

As noted earlier, a detailed utility relocation plan will be submitted to Amtrak
for review as project design advances. All existing utilities within the con-
struction area would be protected and maintained while new connections are
made, and utilities that are to remain in place would be protected and main-
tained during construction.

Without the proposed location of the new General Motors access bridge, traf-
fic impacts from the bridge cannot be determined. (Ernst 31)

The FEIS is revised to indicate that the relocated GM access bridge would be
adjacent to the existing bridge, and traffic patterns would not change as a
result of this relocation (see Chapter 17).

SAFETY AND SECURITY

Comment 166:

Response:

Comment 167:

Response:

The project would have to be constructed in accordance with NFPA 130 fire
safety codes, which would allay fears as to the safety of a station deep under-
ground. (Olmstead 4)

This statement is correct. As discussed on page 20-5 of the DEIS, all public
areas in both Option 1 and Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative would be de-
signed to comply with applicable NFPA 130 fire safety codes.

Constructing a terminal 12 stories below ground, as is the case for Option 2
of the Preferred Alternative, presents a dangerous fire safety and evacuation
problem that has not been adequately addressed. (Adler 1, Schumacher 2)

Planning for this project has taken into account the possibility of a fire condi-
tion in the new terminal or the new tunnels, and a System Safety and Reliabil-
ity Assurance Program has been developed to help ensure that the design and
operation of these facilities incorporate a reasonable degree of fire safety. The
program includes provision of a safety management organization, identifica-
tion and assessment of fire hazards, development of fire safety policies and
design criteria, and a safety certification program to verify inclusion of fire
safety features in the design, testing and operation of the project.

The project’s design will meet the applicable standards of the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA), which are the federal design standards for
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Comment 168:

Response:

Comment 169:

Response:

Comment 170:

Response:

transportation projects. Among these is NFPA 130 which s specifically in-
tended to provide fire safety in underground passenger rail systems. NFPA
130 addresses the issue of safe evacuation through a combination of emergen-
cy exits, smoke ventilation, effective and prompt action by emergency forces,
and prompt detection and suppression of fires. Fire safety provisions for this
project would be typical of those for new underground passenger rail systems
throughout the United States.

The platform conditions at the 42nd Street/GCT subway station as a result of
the East Side Access Project will cause a dangerous condition for subway
riders. The overcrowding caused by the additional East Side Access passen-
gers would also threaten the health and safety of passengers as more people
cram into cars not made to accommodate those numbers. (Maloney 4,
Shulman 2, Duane 2)

The DEIS analyzes the East Side Access Project’s effects on the different ele-
ments of the 42nd Street subway station at GCT in Chapter 9, section C. This
analysis includes an evaluation of the effects on such station elements as
stairs and platforms, as well as line-haul capacity. As shown in the DEIS (see
page 9C-50), with the introduction of East Side Access passengers to the plat-
forms at the subway station, the platforms would operate within NYCT’s
guidelines at all but one location. At that location, the platforms would oper-
ate at Level of Service C/D, just exceeding the NYCT guidelines. This would
not threaten the health and safety of passengers. In terms of line-haul capa-
city, the Lexington Avenue subway trains would already be operating at ca-
pacity, and the introduction of new passengers would increase the amount of
time passengers wait on the platform.

The Fire Department has reviewed the DEIS and will have no problem sup-
porting the project with the manpower and equipment currently available to
us. (Nigro 1)

Comment noted.

Because of the size and nature of this project, it is imperative that this Fire
Department be kept aware of proposed construction details so that we may
comment on their impact on our operations. We are particularly interested in
maintaining emergency vehicle and manpower access to all construction sites,
tunnels and emergency exits. In addition, fire hydrants must be available in
proximity to work sites and tunnel entrances. Before and during construction,
we would require access to tunnels and work sites in order to conduct famil-
iarization drills for local fire units. (Nigro 2)

The project team would keep the Fire Department aware of construction de-
tails and would work with the department to ensure that fire hydrants are
available in proximity to work sites and tunnel entrances. Prior to and during
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construction, the project team would provide the Fire Department with access
to tunnels and work sites to conduct any and all necessary familiarization
drills for local fire units.

PROCESS AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Comment 171:

Response:

Comment 172:

Response:

Notice of this meeting was not published to the New York City public. There
was no ad in the New York Times and no ads in the subway station or subway
cars. (Pearlstein 1)

Notice of the availability of the DEIS and the date of the public hearing was
published in the Federal Register on May 26, 2000. The DEIS was circulated
to involved and interested agencies and other interested parties, including
elected officials and New York City community boards for areas affected by
the project. In New York City, copies of the DEIS were provided to the City
Council, the Departments of City Planning, Environmental Protection, Parks
and Recreation, and Transportation, the Economic Development Corporation,
Fire Department, and Landmarks Preservation Commission; as well as the
Mayor, Comptroller, Public Advocate, and all five borough presidents.
Copies were made available at numerous viewing locations in New York
City, including the borough presidents’ offices, numerous community board
offices, and various public libraries throughout the city. Copies of the Execu-
tive Summary were also distributed to a wide range of interested parties, in-
cluding those on the Citizens’ Advisory Committee and others. These in-
cluded Brooklyn Community Boards 2, 3, 5, 8, and 12; Manhattan Commu-
nity Boards 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9; Queens Community Boards 1 through 14; as well
as the Straphangers’ Campaign and other public interest groups. In addition,
postcards indicating that the DEIS was available and that the public hearing
would be held were circulated to some 5,000 businesses and households
along or within the vicinity of the proposed tunnels in Manhattan. To ad-
vertise the public hearing, MTA published notices of newspapers of general
circulation as well as community and minority newspapers throughout the
area. These included Newsday, The Journal News, Connecticut Post, Yankee
Trader, The Queens Chronicle, The Amsterdam News, and El Diario-La
Prensa. MTA also posted advertisements for the hearing in every MTA com-
muter railroad station and performed seat drops with notice of the hearing on
both LIRR and Metro-North commuter trains.

On the title sheet should Bronx County be Brooklyn instead? (Chiang 1)

The title sheet is correct. The title sheet lists the counties directly affected by
the project, which are New York, Queens, Bronx, Nassau, and Suffolk Coun-
ties. Bronx County is the location of Highbridge Yard, where a new storage
facility for Metro-North Railroad would be constructed as part of the project.
The project would not involve any construction in Brooklyn.

28-76



Chapter 28: Comments and Responses

Comment 173:

Response:

Comment 174:

Response:

Comment 175:

Response:

Table of Contents, on page xix add a line “Appendices” after Index.
(Chiang 2)

This revision has been made in the FEIS.

The Department of State requests that MTA forward copies of the DEIS to
the New York City Department of City Planning, Local Waterfront Revitali-
zation Program, Waterfront and Open Space Division. The New York City
Waterfront Revitalization Program is then requested to provide us with com-
ments on the project, and we will inform MTA and FTA of our decision re-
garding consistency with the New York State Coastal Management Program.
(Buerle 1)

Copies of the DEIS were forwarded to the New York City Department of City
Planning, Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, Waterfront and Open
Space Division at the same time that copies were distributed to other involved
and interested agencies and parties.

We look forward to having the MTA engage us in discussions on this and re-
lated projects. (Zupan 7)

Comment noted. East Side Access has conducted an extensive outreach pro-
gram, which would continue through project construction. As detailed in
Chapter 23, “Process and Public Participation,” of the EIS, this outreach pro-
gram includes use of a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizens’
Advisory Committee (CAC). The Regional Plan Association is a member of
the CAC.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Comment 176:

Response:

Comment 177:

The funding for this project depends on its ability to go forward, those who
seek to frustrate that process do so at the risk of losing financial support for
this project. (Silverman 3)

Comment noted.

The MTA has successfully passed the federal hurdle and the project now has
a “recommended” status, making it eligible for New Starts money. The MTA
is asking for approximately $2.1 billion from federal sources (half the proj-
ect’s total required funding). (Schreibman 4)

The State of New York stands squarely behind this and a number of other
MTA expansion projects. The State Legislature and the Governor recently ap-
proved the MTA’s 2000-2004, five-year Capital Program, funding the local
portion of the East Side Access Project and other transit needs throughout the
MTA system. Over the past three years, the project has received some $46
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Response:

Comment 178:

Response:

Comment 179:

Response:

Comment 180:

Response:

Comment 181:

Response:

Comment 182:

Response:

million in federal “New Start” earmarks. This year’s $10 million appropria-
tion secured in the House will help move the project forward toward initial
construction late this fall. (Skelos 3)

Comment noted.

More needs to be done at the federal level to support this project: the EIS
should be finalized and granted a Full Funding Grant Agreement; the ad-
ministration should provide more than a token amount of funding for the proj-
ect in its FFY 2002 budget proposal; the project will require many multiples
of the $10 million the Administration recommended for it this past year.
(Skelos 4)

Comment noted.

The project is a vital component of the MTA’s latest Capital Program.
(Angelakos 3)

Comment noted.

There is no solid indication of where the $4.3 billion will come from to con-
struct the Preferred Alternative. (Schumacher 3, Pearlstein 2)

Chapter 22 of the DEIS, “Financial Considerations,” provides a thorough des-
cription of the funding sources for the Preferred Alternative. In particular, see
section D of that chapter, “Funding the Preferred Alternative.”

Since we are eager to see the project completed, we are also concerned about
its long-term funding. The DEIS assumes that 50 percent of the funding
would be from the federal government, but so far this money has not been ap-
propriated. Funding for the project should be nailed down in advance to the
extent politically possible so as to ensure project completion. (Schank 5,
Angelakos 1)

The Federal portion of funding for New Starts projects is usually appropriated
over the years it takes to design and build a project, and the great bulk of the
funding usually comes after all potential environmental impacts of the project
are disclosed in an FEIS, and the FTA issues a Record of Decision.

Economic feasibility of the Preferred Alternative is open to debate and sub-
ject to political process and future economic conditions which cannot be
determined. (Epstein 10)

As noted in the DEIS (see Chapter 23, “Process and Public Participation™),
the role of the DEIS is to provide a complete disclosure of the potential for

28-78



Chapter 28: Comments and Responses

Comment 183:

Response:

impacts on environmental conditions and to provide an opportunity for public
involvement and review of the conclusions in light of relevant social and eco-
nomic factors. Financial considerations relevant to the Preferred Alternative
are described thoroughly in Chapter 22, “Financial Analysis”). MTA has allo-
cated $1.5 billion to the East Side Access Project in its current Capital Pro-
gram and the FTA has given the project a “recommended” rating in its assess-
ment of projects for purposes of receiving federal New Starts funding.

We are unsure of the MTA’s commitment to a full-length Second Avenue
subway, considering that East Side Access is to be completed in 2009 while
there is no planned completion date for the subway, and that the MTA’s capi-
tal program includes nearly half of the $3.56 billion in basic construction cost
for East Side Access, but only $1.1 billion for a full-length Second Avenue
subway, which is less than 7 percent of its total cost. (Russianoff 5, Zupan 1)

The MTA Capital Program, which devotes significantly more money to the
construction of East Side Access than to the construction of the Second Ave-
nue subway, disproportionately benefits suburban residents to the detriment
of city residents. (Pearlstein 3, Gualtieri 1)

The MTA’s recently approved 2000-2004 Capital Program includes a total of
$1.5 billion for the East Side Access Project and $1.05 billion for the Second
Avenue subway. The funding for the Second Avenue subway will provide for
environmental studies, design, and the initiation of construction by the end of
2004 for a subway to extend the entire length of Manhattan’s East Side. No
specific completion date for the Second Avenue subway is yet available, be-
cause the project is not yet as advanced in its planning and design. As noted
above in response to Comment 10, the East Side Access Project would pro-
vide benefits to the entire region, not just to suburban commuters.

OTHER COMMENTS

Comment 184:

Response:

We are concerned that the DEIS did not contain a cumulative impacts analy-
sis for any of the alternatives. While the DEIS contained a section called
“Secondary Impacts” this section did not provide a cumulative analysis listing
projects and particular resources for analysis in the context of cumulative
impacts. In accordance with NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) implementing regulations, every DEIS must discuss the cumulative
impacts of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions on the re-
sources of the human and natural environment. The FEIS must have a cumu-
lative impact analysis as outlined in the CEQ guidance. (Hargrove 4)

Following CEQ guidelines, an analysis of cumulative impacts considers re-
sources, ecosystems, and human communities that could be potentially affec-
ted by the action and whether those could also be affected cumulatively by
the action in combination with other reasonably foreseeable actions. To this
end, the East Side Access DEIS considers as the future baseline condition the
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Comment 185:

Response:

combination of existing conditions together with known development plans,
public policies, projected population and employment growth, and other gen-
eral background growth. The TSM and Preferred Alternatives are then com-

pared with this future baseline condition. Specifically, the consideration of
project impacts in Chapters 3 through 18 of the DEIS include regional traffic
and transportation plans and a number of major proposed future land use
projects, as well as projected growth in population and employment through-
out the region. Using this future baseline condition, the DEIS considers the
cumulative effects of the East Side Access Project and other proposals on
each of the specific resources that could be affected by the project. A sum-
mary of the cumulative effects of East Side Access together with other rea-
sonably foreseeable future projects has been added to Chapter 19 in the FEIS.

The City of New York Department of Health has no comments on the DEIS.
(Goldberg 1)

Comment noted. o
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