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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 and copies of the hearing transcript and all written comments are attached in the same order.
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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 testimony
submitted at public hearing.

Dean Angelakos, New York Building Congress, comments made and written testimony submitted
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.

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 submitted at
public hearing.

Barry Adler, comments made at public hearing.
Herbert Landow, comments made, 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 submitted at
public hearing, and letter dated July 12, 2000.

Lester Epstein, Owner, 47 East 44th Street, comments made and written testimony submitted at
public hearing.

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.
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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, memorandum 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, Division 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.

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, approximately 300
letters received July 21, 2000 and later.
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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 Environmental
Conservation, Division of Environmental Permits, Region 2, letter dated July 27, 2000.

Allan H. Goldberg, Assistant Commissioner for Bureau Management, Regulatory and Environmental
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.
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________________________________________ X
347 Madison Avenue
New York, New York
June 15, 2000
5:00 p.m.
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PRESENT FROM MTA:
E. VIRGIL CONWAY, Chairman

DOUGLAS SUSSMAN, Deputy Director Govt. &
Community Relations

BEVERLY DOLINSKY, Board Member
KENNETH CARUSO, Board Member

ANTHCNY JAPHA, Chief Program Executive East
Side Access
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MR. SUSSMAN: Good evening, my
name 1is Douglas Sussman, Deputy Director
of Government & Community Relations for
the MTA. I will serve as the hearing
officer for today's hearing.

Before we begin, I would like to take
a few moments to explain the purpose and
procedures for this public hearing. The
purpose of this hearing is to receive
comments from our customers and the
general public on the draft environmental
impact statement on the MTA Long Island
Railroad East Side Access Project.

This East Side Access Project will
bring the Long Island Railroad to Grand
Central Terminal by the existing 63rd
Street tunnel beneath the East River. East
Side Access will eliminate the over
crowding conditions many customers face in
their commute to Penn Station and provide
commuters from Queens, Nassau, and Suffoclk
Counties with a direct single seat ride to
work.

East Side Access will also provide a

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7%00 (516) €78-0700
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new Long Island Railroad station at
Sunnyside Yard, Queens and take cars off
the roads during peak commuting hours.

For detailed information on the DEIS,
please speak to the MTA East Side Access
staff who are located near the
registration table.

To promote this hearing, an
advertisement was published in general
circulation, community, and minority
newspapers throughout the area including
Newsday, The Journal News, Connecticut
Post, Yankee Trader, Anton Community
Newspapers, The Queens Chronicle, The
Amsterdam News, and El Diario-La Prensa.

Notice of the hearing was also
published in the Federal Register on May
26, 2000. Information on the hearing and
the DEIS was also placed on the MTA cnline
Internet service. A notice of public
hearing was mailed to all public officials
and interested parties in the MTA service
area, and a press release announcing the
hearing was sent to all media outlets in

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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the area.

Seat notices announcing the hearing
were distributed on all MTA Long Island
Railroad and Metro-North trains and
posters placed in all stations.

For the record, the date is Thursday,
June 15, 2000. The time is 6:08 PM. The
hearing site is the board room of MTA
headquarters located at 347 Madison
Avenue, New York.

Before we begin, I would like to
explain the procedures for this public
hearing. First I will call the names of
people who registered to speak prior to
today's hearing. Then I will call the
names of people who registered today in
the order in which they signed up. If you
wish to speak and have not filled out a
registration form, do so at this time.
Registration closes at eight PM.

There is a stenographic reporter
located in the room who will record all
comments and statements for the record. If
you have a copy of your statement, please

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-~0700
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hand it to the reporter as you conclude to
help assure we have an accurate
transcript.

So we may hear from all interested
people this evening, please confine your
remarks to three minutes. If you run out
of time, you can submit written comments
to supplement your verbal testimony. You
may also drop off the testimony at the
registration table or mail it to me at the
MTA Government Relations Office at 347
Madison Avenue, New York 100i7. We have
already received a number of written
comments most of which are supportive of
the project notably from Deputy Majority
Leader Senator Dean Skelos and the Long
Island Association.

I should point out the hearing site is
accessible to the mobility impaired and a
sign language interpreter available upon
request.

Before we begin, I will introduce the
people seated before you. To my right is
E. Virgil Conway, Chairman of the MTA. To

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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6
his right is Beverly Dolinsky, Ken Caruso,
and to my left is Anthony Japha, Chief
Program Executive of East Side Access.

At this time we will go to the list of
speakers the first of which is Larry
Silverman from the Long Island Railroad
Commuters Council.

MR. SILVERMAN: Good evening. I

represent the Long Island Railroad
Commuter Council which are probably 125
thousand daily riders of the Long Island
Railroad and many occasional riders on
Long Island. If I go a little beyond three
minutes, I will ask your indulgence, Mr.
Chairman, because I think I have spoken to
many of them, and all of my council
members and I would like to relate their
feelings.

This is a great day for the MTA and
you Chairman Conway. I remember sitting in
this room five or so years ago as if it
were yesterday, and some of my colleagues
said this day would never come. Government
would never commit the resources to finish

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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7
the Long Island Railroad tunnel to Grand
Central that was started more than 20
years ago.

To our great fortune, there are always
those, you Mr. Chairman and the Governor,
within the MTA and those within the MTA
who saw a system expansion as imperative
and not an option. People who could think
beyond the box and yes, beyond the budget.
With them was not the question of whether
but how. Many of them have dedicated most
of their lives to the great challenges of
urban mass transit. To them we owe a great
debt. This project is truly their legacy
to this great City that will stand for
centuries to come.

There are so many reasons to complete
East Side Access that if we only realized
half of them, we would still build it. The
East River tunnels to Penn Station have no
additional capacity to bring the Long
Island Railroads ever increasing ridership
into the midtown business district.
Without it, Long Island can't accommodate

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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8
its commuter population. If it can't do
that, it cannot compete with the other
suburban areas in New Jersey and
Connecticut for residents and the support
those residents give to the regional
economy. If they go elsewhere, New York
taxpayers lose.

Without the Long Island Railroad
service, without the quality oﬁ Long
Island Railroad service this project will
permit, service deteriorates, and
commuters opt for cars and increased
pollution.

This project will relieve over
crowding on the Shuttle, the 7 train, E
trains, and others to a lesser degree. It
will increase overall capacity of the bus
and subway system that will reduce future
costs for expansion on that system. It
will create capacity in Penn Station for
Metro-North service making the West Side
of Manhattan more accessible to those from
the northern suburbs. It will save many
Long Islanders up to two and a half hours

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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a week and 120 hours a year, and it will
save them the additional subway and bus
fares. These savings of time and money
will make employment on the East Side more
attractive and feasible for Long Island
commuters thus enhancing overall
employment in the region.

Let's not forget the enormous
pollution benefits from cars, taxis, and
buses traveling into and across the
central business district that will be
reduced. This is what government is
supposed to be about. It is supposed to be
about vision, leadership, commitment, and
service.

This project has bipartisan support.
This project has the support of regional
planning groups that are responsible and
that understand that for this region to
thrive and grow we need to continue to
build and invest in it.

MR. SUSSMAN: Please conclude.
MR. SILVERMAN: This project is
a reaffirmation of the strength of our

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (51€) 678-0700




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

economy and of the importance of New York
in the world. Nothing less. 1It's a
statement to the world that we believe in
ourselves and our future.

Finally to those who will come in and
try to find the Achilles heel in the
project because they have other
priorities, let me say this. These
dollars were hard fought for as you know.
These dollars, many of which are from the
federal government, depend on this project
being able to go forward, and those who
would seek to frustrate that have to ask
if they will do so at the peril of losing
that support forever.

In closing, I would say that we Long
Island Railroad commuters look forward in
the next decade to the ribbon cutting
ceremony for East Side Access to Grand
Central. Thank you.

MR. SUSSMAN: The next speaker
is John Steinberg of the Greater Jamaica
Development Corporation. If you have a
copy of your statement, hand a copy to the

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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court reporter as you conclude.

MR. STEINBERG: Thank you very

much. I am speaking for Carlisle Towery,
President of the Greater Jamaica
Development Corporation who couldn't be
here but wanted to be here.

Ours is a private not for profit
economic development organization. We have
been around since 1967 an out growth of
the Regional Plan Association.

We really dig what you are doing here
which is about regional connectivity. We
are also very interested in job creation,
job opportunities, and in particular jobs
for minorities.

There are, as you know, issues about
the ability of people in minority
communities to connect with the centers of
job opportunity, and certainly good rail
connections are the way to do that.

Our board has enthusiastically
supported your initiative here on East
Side Access. I have attached to our
statement a copy of the resolution that

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LID.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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was adopted a few months ago. We really
think it is time for New York to come up
to the high standards for rail services in
the best European metropolises. We have
the ability with the density of population
to equal that. This is a terrific step
towards that end.

We think as the prior speaker said
that there are tremendous opportunities
for both Queens commuters and our Long
Island counter parts to get to Manhattan's
East Side with this protect. It will save
60 thousand commuters 30 to 45 minutes a
day and remove 12 thousand cars from the
roads of Queens and East River crossings
with obvious environmental effects in the
positive.

We note that connection from Long
Island Railroad to Grand Central will for
Metro-North riders significantly enhance
accessibility in our locale in Jamaica via
the transfer at Grand Central and of
course to JFK which inside of three years
will be connected to Jamaica with an eight

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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minute train ride to the air terminal.

Residents of upper Manhattan, The
Bronx, Yonkers, and close-in Westchester
Hudson River towns will be within easy
rail commute to Jamaica Station.

The attached map indicates the
geographic areas of the region which ESA
will bring within a 45 minute ride from
Jamaica Center which is now significantly
expanded to the north by the anticipated
connection with Grand Central. We estimate
that 345 thousand workers from the
northern suburbs and upper Manhattan would
be added to our Jamaica labor shed; 51
thousand from Manhattan, and 204 thousand
from the Bronx, and 71,000 from
Westchester.

This strengthens the local objectives
of attracting jobs to Jamaica and RPA's
long time recommendations of building
sub-centers at transportation hubs outside
of Manhattan, and as a result, two of the
regional sub-centers, White Plains and
Jamaica, would be connected by rail via

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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Grand Central. Thank you.
MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. The
next speaker is Lisa Schriebman.

MS. SCHRIEBMAN: My name is Lisa

Schriebman. I am the New York City
Coordinator for the Tri-State
Transportation Campaign. It is a
consortium of the region's 13 leading
environmental, planning, and transit
advocacy groups that work to achieve
sustainable transportation by --

MR. SUSSMAN: Speak into the
microphone.

MS. SCHREIBMAN: The East Side
Access 1s an excellent project. According
to the MTA, it will attract 16,300 new
transit riders and save 45 thousand users
of the present service the time it takes
to back track from Penn Station to the
East Side and get six thousand people out
of their cars each day. All of this means
cleaner air for everyone and less
congestion on the highways and tunnels.

The East Side Access project will

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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include a new station at Sunnyside that
could become a hub for the train services
including the three major commﬁter rail
systems serving New York City, Amtrak, and
the New York City Transit subways. This
type of commitment to making Long Island
Railroad not only good for suburban
travelers but also for people in the city
is heartening to see. -
—

MTA has successfully passed the
federal hurdle, and the projecé now has a
recommended status which makes it eligible
for New Starts money. The MTA is asking
for approximately 2.1 billion dollars from
federal sources or half the project's
total. o
—-—

However, the FTA has not given the
project a highly recommended status
partially based on the low number of new
riders who will use the service. Given the
lack of adequate subway service on
Manhattan's East Side, it seems likely

that some of the people who will use the

service will forego transit even after

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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East Side Access is built rather than face
|__the over crowded conditions on the 6 line.
- We urge the MTA to coordinate the
project with the building of the Second
Avenue subway a coordination that will
make both projects significantly stronger
than separately. The combination of East
Side Access and Second Avenue subway

should be a preferred alternative

identified in the FEIS. Thank you.

MR. SUSSMAN: Dean Angelakos.

MR. ANGELAKOS: Good evening, my

name is Dean Angelakos, Vice President for

Policy of New York Building Congress.

qu—

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, we appreciate the ability to
comment on the DEIS prepared for the East
Side Access project. This project to bring
the Long Island Railroad to Grand Central
is one of the most critical transportation
investments in the New York region.

Members ©of the Building Congress who
are leaders of the design, construction

and real estate industry of New York City

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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representing over 150 thousand
constituents support the East Side Access
project. From its inception in the late
1960's, the concept of providing direct
Long Island Railroad access to the East
Side has been an important objective for
New Yorkers.

It is a vital component of the MTA's
latest capital program which the Board of
Directors of the Building Congress has
endorsed enthusiastically. The MTA has
made progress for the past 15 years by
implementing four capital programs that
have maintained and enhanced the transit
system. The East Side Access Project, as
part of an overall capital program that
inspires confidence, and support, will
continue the MTA's record of sdccess.

Over the past year, the Building
Congress and its committees have had a
number of meetings on this project. In
each case, project plans were reviewed in
considerable detail. We are pleased to
report that the project enjoys support in

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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our industry. There is no question for the
need for East Side Access nor any disputes
regarding a preferable alternative.

Our only concern is for adequate
financial support of the project and the
entire capital program. While transit
infrastructure is much improved,
sufficient resources are still not
generated to meet the long term needs of
the expanding economy. The Building
Congress has implored our leadership on
all government levels to dedicate greater
long term financing for public
transportation. Nowhere is this more
apparent than with the East Side Access
Project which has received a small portion
cf its funding.

We commend the MTA and its Long Island
Railroad subsidiary for advancing LIRR
access to the East Side of Manhattan. Few
projects have enjoyed as widespread
support in our industry as this one. From
the outset it was planned with the fullest
possible public involvement and with the

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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best expertise our industry has to offer.
The project deserves our support and
encouragement. We urge the MTA to continue (:)
fast track implementation and to devote

its best efforts to securing the necessary

financial support. Thank you very much.

MR. SUSSMAN: The next speaker is
Lucy Mayo.

MS. MAYO: Good evening, my name
is Lucy Mayo. I am here representing State
Senator Thomas Duane who represents the
27th Senatorial District in Manhattan. I
am here to express his concerns about the
plans for the Long Island Railroad East
Side Access as outlined in the recently
released DEIS for the project.

Senator Duane believes there are many =]
positive aspects to linking the Long
Island Railroad with Grand Central
Terminal through the creation of an East
Side Access but is greatly concerned about @
the proposed timing of the project. An

East Side Access will make commuting for

thousands who ride the Long Island

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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Railroad to destinations on the East Side
of Manhattan significantly easier.

However, the completion of the East
Side Access Project before the completion
of the full length Second Avenue subway
will result in much hardship for the
current riders on the Lexington Avenue
line. The influx of Long Island Railroad
riders on the Lexington line, facilitated
by East Side Access, will greatly
exacerbate the extreme over crowding on
the Lexington line. The current over
crowding on the Lexington line is
unbearable at the current level. Pushing
it up is unacceptable, and irresponsible,
and Senator Duane will argue dangerous.

Not only will increased capacity make
for an even more unbearable uncomfortable
commute, but it threatens the health and
safety of passengers as more people cram
into cars not made to accommodate such
numbers, and more overcrowding in
stations, and on subway platforms make for
fertile ground for a variety of dangerous

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700
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accidents or incidents.

JL_

To prevent such a situation from
occurring, it is imperative that East Side
Access not be completed until or unless we
have completed a full length Second Avenue
subway line. This additional line along
the East Side of Manhattan will greatly
reduce the over crowding on the Lexington
line. With this in place, the influx of (:)
passengers for the Long Island Railroad on
to the Lexington line will not have the
overwhelming negative effect it would have
under current conditions and not bring

capacity levels to dangerous levels. Thank

A

you.
MR. SUSSMAN: Jeffrey Zupan.
MR. ZUPAN: Thank you and good

evening. My name is Jeffrey Zupan. I am

senior fellow for transportation at the

Regional Plan Association. RPA has been a

consistent suppocrter of the project to

connect the Long Island Railroad to Grand

Central.

A little history of this project is j @

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTID.
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instructive. In the early 1970's when the
project was proposed to be built to Third
Avenue and 48th Street by the then MTA
Chairman, Will Ronan, we objected on the
grounds it should go directly to Grand
Central to avoid creating a disconnected
network. Unfortunately, the fiscal
difficulties of the 1970's prevented the
completion of the project in any form, and
the commuter rail tunnel under the East
River has been vacant for 25 years. The
best thing of the delay is that the
superiority of RPA's Grand Central option
has been borne out by consultant studies.

The project known as East Side Access
is an excellent project and one that will
transform Long Island from a vast suburban
area with an inferior commute to Manhattan
to one that will be as good or better than
any other suburban sector in the region.
It will help 1lift up the economy of Lcng
Island and overcome some of its dead end
qualities. Long Islanders will have the
option of reaching either the east or West
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Side of Manhattan. An estimated 60
thousand commuters a day will save about
45 minutes by going directly to the East
Side closer to their destinations, and
another six thousand commuters a day will
foresake their automobiles and the crowded
roads of Nassau and Suffolk Counties and
the Borough of Queens.

East Side Access will add about 24
peak hour trains from the east to the 42
peak hour trains that are now possible to
reach -Penn Station from the east. This
will not only add capacity to bring more
workers in Manhattan to the high paying
jobs there, but offer flexibility in
adding Amtrak service, better operation
for New Jersey Transit from the west, and
more service for Queens and Long Island
residents. It will make it possible to
travel by rail from Long Island and
Metro-North service territory. —

Given the benefits, RPA was delighted

to unconditionally support East Side

Access, but we cannot. The full Second
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Avenue subway must be built and completed
simultaneous with East Side Access. The
MTA has not given any assurance this will
be done. The capital program requests to
the federal government subject to a
hearing next week asks for 600 million for
East Side Access and five million for
Second Avenue.

The result is once East Side Access is
in place the already intolerable
congestion on the Lexington line will get
worse. The East Side Access DEIS
recognizes that the impacts in the subway
will only be partially mitigated by
improvements in the platforms and the
turnstiles at the 42nd Street station.

The DEIS suggests that the number of
additional commuters will be small. In
part because some Long Island Railroad
riders who would otherwise use the
Lexington line after being dropped by East
Side Access at Grand Central will choose
not to use East Side Access because the
Lexington line is too crowded. Thus the
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DEIS and the MTA is admitting that if
there is no Second Avenue subway to
relieve the Lexington line, the full
benefit of East Side Access will not be
o
realized. —
Should we be giving approval for the
flawed approach that will help some
members of the riding public and make it
worse? RPA thinks not.
RPA supports East Side Access that is*

coordinated with and completed

simultaneous with a full build Second

Avenue subway. —
MR. SUSSMAN: Please conclude.
MR. ZUPAN: We recommend that
the final EIS fully assess this
alternative and commit tec it in a Record
of Decision that will accompany East Side
Access. -
—
In the spirit of openness, we look
forward to having the MTA engage us in
discussions on these matters and not
merely treat this hearing and others like

-

a formality in a process. Thank you.
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MR. SUSSMAN: Richard
Gualtieri.

MR. GUALTIERI: Thank you for

this opportunity to speak. I am very upset
that the funding of this project would
grossly disproportionately benefit certain
suburban commuters while the growth needs
of the city particularly in terms of the
Bronx people, Brooklyn people, and Staten
Island commuters are virtually completely
overlooked.

I am also concerned very much about
the connection from Second Avenue to Park
Avenue which appears to pass beneath many
residences and businesses, and the EIS
that has been prepared does not in any way
seem to talk about the needs of these or
the impacts of construction possible that
may occur in this corridor.

I believe that the underground
easements that might be required are not
in any way defined. The construction
impacts are not defined. As I say, it
seems to be that the overall capital
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program over emphasizes Long Island
commuters and does not adequately address
the woefully inadequate subway system in

the five boroughs themselves. It is

grossly disproportional. Thank you.
MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. The
next speaker is Gene Russianoff.

MR. RUSSIANOFF: Good evening

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Board,
and staff. I am Gene Russianoff, staff
attorney for the NYPIRG Strap Hangers
Campaign.

—

The Straphangers Campaign agrees there

are major benefits to linking the Long
Island Railroad to Grand Central, but, and;_
this is the theme of the evening so far,
progress for Long Island Railroad riders

should not come at the expense of subway

riders on the already jam packed Lexington

express lines. East Side Access would meaq_~
pushing the Lexington line from 112

percent capacity tc 117 percent capacity
according to your own DEIS. This is

intolerable, and, indeed, the impact
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statement suggests the number would be
higher except that many of the Long Island
Railroad riders will shun Grand Central
because they can't bear to try and insert
themselves on the Lexington line. The
impact statement spells out potential
mitigation for crowding to the Lexington
line. These steps are unconvincing and
largely amount to cajoling passengers on
the line to moving faster or get out of
the way.

What is the solution? East Side Access
should be built in tandem with a full
length Second Avenue subway. That way no
traveler on the East Side, whether from
the Long Island Railroad or somewhere
else, would face inhuman traveling
conditions.

Unfortunately, the two projects are
not being given the equal financial and
political treatment. MTA says it will
complete East Side Access by 2009. The MTA
has no estimated completion for when the
Second Avenue subway will be completed.
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This program provides nearly half of the
three point 56 billion dollars in basic
construction for East Side Access, and to
quote Carl McCall, the MTA's five year
capital program includes only one point
one billion dollars for a full length
Second Avenue less than seven percent of
the total cost. During the 1970's fiscal
crisis, MTA had to abandon the efforts to
construct a Second Avenue subway for lack
of resources a costly mistake that must
not be repeated. For Second Avenue the

glass is 1/14 full.

|

As the RPA suggested, we urge the
final Record of Decision for the FEIS East
Side Access tie the project to a concrete

commitment to building a Second Avenue in

tandem. Thank you.
MR. SUSSMAN: Irwin Fruchtman.
MR. FRUCHTMAN: Good evening, my
name is Irwin Fruchtman. I reside in
Brooklyn. I am a professional engineer,
and I have been involved in planning and
constructing major transportation projects
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for over 50 years.

The conclusions reached in the DEIS
are not backed by the material. The need
for the four point three billion dollar
East Side terminal at Grand Central is not
justified from either a cost benefit, land
use, and future development perspective.
The alternate studies are not sufficient
to be considered a fair review of other
practical hard and soft alternatives
especially in light of the four point
three billion dollar cost and the long
period of construction that would bring us
to the year of 2013 for the preferred
alternative.

The study of the zoning patterns below
Central Park reveals that the future
development of the commercial, high tech,
light industrial, and similar growth
industries will occur west of Fifth Avenue
and down to and along the Hudson River
water front. Because the zoning east of
Fifth Avenue is overwhelming residential
and the land is already redeveloped for
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these uses, no large commercial
opportunities exist, err go, no generation
of traffic.

With few exceptions, the West Side is
zoned for manufacturing use as reflecting
its historic relationship to the once
bustling water front and port. This zoning
will permit modern future business the
city needs to supply the job growth it
must sustain.

The Long Island Railroad station at
Penn Station is ideally situated to meet
and fulfill the future demands if the
foresight to do this is there. What you
could do is develop a connection to the
rail system similar to what is beiﬁg done
on the Jersey water front that runs north

and south of Penn Station.

Il

The only hard alternative that has
been studied, the 4.3 billion dollar
alternative, has no capacity in the 63rd
Street tunnel for the bilevel
alternatives. There is no storage capacing‘
at Grand Central so you have to bring the
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trains back through those tunnels which
will also reduce capacity.

The actual savings of time is
overstated. If the East Side Access
terminal is built at Grand Central, you
have to go up about 123 feet from the
platform level to the ground. That is a 12
story building vertically. That will take
you time also. If you will make a
connection with the subway, you have to
walk six long blocks to get to the
Lexington line or to the future connection
SO you are not going to save any time by
this. Any savings in the double back is
purely fictitious.

The future development of the West
Side requires a West Side transit link. If
passengers desire to continue from Penn
Station to an east side destination, this
can be accomplished at a fraction of the
cost by extending the shuttle all the way
to Penn Station, and your shuttle can go
east to Grand Central and continue on to
the Second Avenue subway.
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Another alternative --

MR. SUSSMAN: Please conclude.

MR. FRUCHTMAN: One point. This
is important. Another alternative was to
build a completely new tunnel for bilevel
trains where your present tunnel goes
across. If you did a three track tunnel,
and the short distance into Grand Central,

look at the distance. It is about the same

as tunnelling all the way down. J—

MR. SUSSMAN: Let's move on to
the next speaker. Thank you.

MR. FRUCHTMAN: Thank you.

MR. SUSSMAN: Lou Venech, Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey.

If you can't conclude your comments in
three minutes and you hand it to us, we
will incorporate it into the official
record.

MR. VENECH: I am Lou Venech
from the Port Authority of New York and
New Jersey here to summarize the written
comment finding of the DEIS.

The timely advancement of this project
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is also as part of a broader regional
campaign to expand the role of the
commuter rail network in meeting regional
transportation needs. Our planning work
corroborates key findings in this DEIS
notably through our partnership with MTA
and New Jersey Transit in access to the
regions core project which is the pull of
the Manhattan job market on the regional
labor force and concluded that commuter
rail improvements would be most effective
in meeting the next wave of growth
expected from the markets to the east and
west.

As the East Side Access Project became
an MTA priority, the art team shaped its
work to compliment this project and to
address in a similar way the problems on
the trans-Hudson market wherg the capacity
problem with and the growth pressures are
just as compelling. Both efforts shed
light on the crucial role of Penn Station
on the regional transportation system.
It's Amtrak's hub, but more than 93
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percent of the passengers who usé it on
week days are Long Island Railroad and NJT
riders. Penn Station is running out of
capacity to meet the cumulative demand for
expanded peak period service in the long
term.

Activating the 63rd Street tunnel is
not just a convenience for Long Island
Railroad riders, but is a step in solving
the broader problem of providing adequate
commuter rail capacity to Midtown.
Important questions need t£o be resolved
about sharing Penn Station capacity. There
is no long term answer evident for the
Penn Station problem without opening a
second facility for the Long Island
Railroad in Manhattan as this project
would do.

Our MIS study is in the third and
final phase. It includes an option that
wculd include connection to Grand
Central. It's an option that our sponsors
agrees needs further study before it is
part of a recommended alternat;ve.
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Our current phase is looking at that
and other variances that don't involve
Grand Central. Consistent with MIS
findings to date, East Side Access
protects the possibility for a future
connection between Grand Central and Penn
Station. The Yark (phonetic) build
alternative which may or may not depend on
a GCT link must be protected.

— I should mention that this project
compliments another PA MTA partnership
providing new options for access to
Kennedy Airport. The Port Authority Air
Train Project i1s under construction. When
completed in three years it will allow JFK
passengers to transfer at Jamaica between
the Long Island Railroad system and our
light rail service reaching JFK's
passenger terminals.

Wwhen Long Island Railroad service
becomes available at Grand Central, JFK
passengers will have a choice of accessing
the service from two midtown locations.

The capacity expansion for the network
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will facilitate the eventual provision
after this project is complete of one seat
ride service to JFK. -
—

We look forward to working with the
MTA and our other agency partners in both
states to expand the capacity of the @
transit network to support growth, reduce

congestion, and meet future transportation

needs throughout the bi-state metropolitan

area. Thank you. —

MR. SUSSMAN: The next speaker
and Thomas Crater. Vivian Mire?

MS. MIRE: I am not speaking.

MR. SUSSMAN: Jeff Elmer,
General Contractors Association.

MR. ELMER: Good evening, and
thank you for the opportunity to speak
tonight.

The General Contractors Assoéciation
was founded as a trade association for the
New York City heavy construction industry
in 1909. The founding members were the
contractors who were building the first

pieces of the subway network. Today we
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remain the trade association that
represents the heavy construction industry
active in building and repairing New York
City's sprawling transportation
infrastructure.

The East éide Access Project must move
forward as quickly as possible. It has
been planned for almost one hundred years
since the first Long Island Railroad
trains carried passengers to Manhattan. We
fought hard with the congressional
delegation to put this project in the high
priority category. Now that the MTA
capital plan includes funding for a full
length Second Avenue subway extending
through Grand Central to lower Manhattan,
both projects must proceed as quickly as
possible.

We urge the MTA to make every effort
to construct the Second Avenue subway at
the same time at East Side Access. Ideally
both projects will be developed on an
expedited timeline. With growth on the
ridership on the 4, 5, and 6 trains and
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more congestion to come, it is critical
that planning for both projects be
coordinated.

East Side Access should move ahead now
however because it will give us new
ridership capacity quickly. It happens to
be further ahead in the queue based on the
work already done and where it is in the
federal review process. It is in a good
position to garner federal financial
support.

The region needs both of the expansion
projects to do what hasn't been done in
many years; provide real new capacity. No
one is suggesting that the East Side
Access Project be sacrificed because of a
demand for relief because cf the over
crowding on the Lexington lines. We need
both of these projects as well as others.

We know there are concerns of the
safety of this project and the potential
impact of construction activities on
buildings and businesses on the East Side
Access route. However, the DEIS makes it
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clear that these impacts would be
relatively small. Most of the work would
be underground with little activity on the
surface. You can be sure that if GCA
contractors are selected they will only
use construction methods that have proven
to be safe on jobs around the world. GCA
union contractors invest millions of
dollars into skills and safety training.
It means that high quality projects are
delivered safely and on time.

Our industry has a deep commitment to
safe work practices in order to ensure the
preservation of property and the well
being of employees and the general public. _J

Be aware that the East Side Access =
plan is supported by thousands of men and
women whose livelihood depends on the
construction industry. These are well
paid positions with a living wage that can
support a family. -J

—
Direct employment from construction

activities on East Side Access is an

estimated 14 thousand 200 persons a year
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as according to the DEIS. That does not
include thousands of additional jobs and
indirect economic activity that will
result from a project of this magnitude.
Since three out of four of our
construction workers resides in the five
boroughs, you can be sure that the
construction of ESA will also help build
middle class neighborhoods throughout the
City.

Thank you for your time. The
Association and the heavy construction
industry stand ready to assist in any way
we can. Clearly, the need for ESA is more
acute now than ever before. Thank you.

MR. SUSSMAN: Barry Adler.

MR. ADLER: Thank you very much.
I would like to express my support for the
Long Island Railroad East Side Access. I
have been attending the MTA long range
planning frame work hearings since they
began in 1995.

I do feel it is a worthy project.
However, I have some concerns on it.
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Namely, safety. The construction methods
of a terminal in Grand Central, namely
option number two which is a deep bore
tunnel, is basically a fire trap and a
disaster waiting to happen. You are going
down the equivalent of 12 stories down. If
there is an electrical fire on a train or
electrical feeder fire, how do you
evacuate people out of a closed
environment in any amount of time? We saw
recently the results of that when there
was a fire in the Lexington line subway,
and they had to close Grand Central
because the smoke billowed in on a
weekend, thank God, and nobody was
seriously hurt. If you are coming in 12
stories down and try to get out on a
stairway or escalators when the visibility
is next to impossible, it is a dangerous
situation and a disaster waiting to
happen. Elevators will not help you
because New York City fire regulations
require elevators to be shut off in case
of a fire.
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Also, I would like to speak on the
impacts on the Lexington line subway which
I think have been basically glossed over.
We have seen that the DEIS calls for we
can add six people more per car and we can
get away with it. Let me tell you
something. I take the Lexington subway
everyday from Grand Central at 7:25 in the
morning, and sometimes you can't fit one
person on a train, me, much less six more
per car. =
—
Another thing is we will build more
stairways in the Lexington line subway
station which is fine except it doesn't
take into account one thing that New York
City Transit studies have shown. People
don't line up on the platform on the
subway station where they are getting on.
They line up to the stairs where they are
getting off. These things are not being

taken into account. Thank you very much.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. Herbert
Landow.

MR. LANDOW: Good evening, my
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name is Herb Landow. I have been involved
with this project since 1976. I worked
with the PB team studying Grand Central
and the Third Avenue options.

In the past several months I have
submitted a series of three papers to the
MTA, and I request that these be made part
of the public record. One paper deals with
the station design near the Biltmore Room.
Another is entitled More Than You Ever
Wanted To Know About The Grand Central
Loop Tracks. It does just that by
exploring both the history and the
engineering that relates to speed around
the loop. The speed issue relates to the
capacity of the loop and the final design.

The New York Central Railroad had a
limit of 12 mph on the outer loops. The
current Metro-North limits are much lower
and reflect cautious use of an aged
infrastructure now scheduled for
rebuilding.

In addition, in this report
engineering equations for speed and
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balancing super elevation are eiplored in
detail for each section of track involved.
The unbalanced lateral forces are measured
and shown to be within normal railway
design practice.

I conclude that the loop has the
inherent capacity to handle the full
operation at 12 mph. The effect of these
first two reports is to provide a third
alternative to the two alternatives now
circulating.

It gets back to the fundamentals of
the design. It moves the trains and the
people while minimizing cost, risk, and
construction time. Major items of the plan
are dropped including the construction of
57 hundred feet of tunnel track under Park
Avenue. The only tracks remaining under
the Metro-North in the 50's under my
suggestion is the two approach tracks, and
these are 30 feet or more below
Metro-North thereby avoiding the difficult
construction of the fly over under the
Metro-North.
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Also, the former three track approach
under the Tennis and Racket Club and other
buildings need not occur. Instead, the
approach tracks can focus on the J slot
inbound and the A slot outbound. Thus the
risks and difficulties of the former
design can be avoided without resorting to
deep tunnelling.

The final paper relates to the fact
that a third of the market served by the
ESA has destinations in the 50's. The
stations serving Metro-North and Long
Island Railroad is feasible in the area of
53rd to 57th. All trains would pause there
en route to and from Grand Central.

While the 50's station is unfamiliar
to the MTA, it is very relevant for the
long term planning. It would reduce the
pedestrian loading at Grand Central, and
the surrounding streets, and subways, and
shorten the trip time. This project could
be built later, but the tunnel work now
being planned from 63rd should rise to the
elevations desired in the long term plan.
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MR. SUSSMAN: Please conclude.
MR. LANDOW: It uses a two
percent grade to come up and still protect
that 30 foot envelope, and in effect the
plan suggests that by getting rid of the
extras you can have radical reductions in

cost, risk, and build it quickly. Thank

you.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you very
much. Robert Schumacher. After that we
will take a recess.

MR. SCHUMACHER: My name is

Robert Schumacher. I have circulated this
yellow paper. I would like to put on the
record briefly two questions from the
paper.

One; the Long Island Railrcad trains
will terminate 125 feet below the surface.
Riding an escalator up to the surface is
the equivalent of riding escalators up to (:)
the 12th floor of a building. I don't know
of any place in the world where the public

is expected to ride escalators up to the

12th floor. A previous speaker spoke of (ZB
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the special risk of fire and smoke down
below, and that adds to it.

My second question has to do with the
funding of four and a half billion dollars
which I believe is the most expensive
transit proposal ever put forth. I have
seen no solid indication of where this
funding is going to come from other than
mostly wishful thinking.

We have on Second Avenue an example of
50 years of disaster, and I think there is
quite a possibility that Long Island
Railroad access to the East Side is going
to go through a period of 50 years of
disaster exactly like the Second Avenue
subway and for exactly the same reason.
Thank you.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. At this
point we will take about a two to five
minute break after which we will continue
with the other speakers. If you wish to
speak and haven't, please fill out a form
at this time.

(At this time, a 10 minute

JAY DEITZ & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
(212) 374-7700 (516) 678-0700




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

49
recess was taken.)

MR. SUSSMAN: Ladies and
Gentlemen, if I can have your attention. I
would like to reconvene the public
hearing. If everyone will kindly be
seated, I will continue to read the list
of speakers.

I would like to remind the audience
that we have a service of sign language
interpreters for the hearing impaired. If
you wish to avail yourself of that
service, let us know.

Registration to speak will close at
eight PM. If you wish to speak and have
not filled out a form, do so at this time,
please.

The next speaker is George Haikalis
representing the Committee For Better
Transit.

S

MR. HAIKALIS: The Committee for

Better Transit strongly supports
completion of the Long Island Railroad

access to Grand Central, a project begun

over 30 years ago. We see no need to spend
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over three billion dollars to complete
this project when one billion will get the
job done. CBT proposed a streamlined
alternative, the Apple Corridor, in June
of 199e6.

The CBT plan will make use of five
existing Metro-North tracks at Grand
Central that connect the upper level loop
track. Two new tunnel tracks would link
the existing lower deck of the 63rd Street
tunnel near Second Avenue to the upper
level tracks at 53rd and Park a distance
of about four thousand feet. In Queens,
CBT proposes that two new tunnel tracks be
constructed to link with existing Long
Island trackage.

In contrast, the Long Island plan is
more ambitious. The original LIRR
preferred plan would have reconfigured
existing Metro-North tracks on the lower
level creating a new 10 track terminal.
Five of the tracks will connect to the
lower level loop, and five would be stub
tracks where trains would leave in the
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same direction they entered.

To increase capacity, an underground
fly over would be constructed north of the
terminal just below Metro-North's
trackage. The original LIRR plan required
underpinning large buildings on Park
Avenue including the land mark Lever House
and Racquet Club, and removing, and
re-framing 70 columns in Grand Central.

In Queens, the Long Island Railroad
would include six new tunnels, four to
LIRR trackage at Sunnyside and two leading
to a new storage yard to be constructed
from the largely disused freight yard
adjacent to Amtrak's Sunnyside Yard.

The DEIS has showed the Long Island
Railroad has done streamlining of its own.
In Queens, the LIRR proposes to construct
only three tunnel connections to Long
Island trackage at Sunnyside instead of
four. Two tunnels will lead to the storage
yard will remain the same.

In Manhattan, the DEIS describes a new
variaticn; option two. In this new plan
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the LIRR would construct a new 10 track
stub terminal deep below the existing
level of Grand Central. The Long Island
Railroad would estimate that option two
would cost 225 million less to construct
or six point four of the 3.5 billion
construction cost. Not much streamlining
there.

CBT estimates a far simpler plan can
be constructed for one third of the cost
of the Long Island plan. In Manhattan, the
CBT plan includes excavating 90,000 cubic
yards of rock, and the Long Island plan
half a million. The CBT plan uses
existing Metro-North platforms, and the
Long Island requires a new complex and new
platforms.

The CBT plan has a higher capacity
than the Long Island plan. The five track
terminal leading to the loop is a high
capacity facility. The plan can easily
handle five trains per hour.

It's past four years. CBT has pleaded
with the Long Island Railroad and its
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consultants to give careful consideration.
It has not happened. This review should
perform instrumented tests around the loop
to show what kind of speed is safe and use
commuter simulation to compare the CBT
with option two to do a benefit cost
analysis of the midday car storage at
Sunnyside and estimate the capital and
implementation costs of the CBT. I would
like to enter into our record our Apple
Corridor as well as the statement I just
made.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. The
next speakers are two speakers together.
Lester Epstein and Kevin McElro}. You will
have three minutes between you.

MR. EPSTEIN: I will borrow your

map. I will not address the public's
interest in the project either pro or
against at this time.

However, the reascn I am here is that
I own a building at 47 East 44th Street
the only office building that is to be
taken for this project. Frankly, we do not
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feel that this is necessary because the
MTA already owns the three buildings, 341,
345, and 347 Madison so far.

To the rear of 347 Madison Avenue
there is a large one story area and a
smaller narrower three story area which we
believe your ventilating housing system
can be placed. This shows how it is to be
built on my property, and it can be easily
moved north to their property without the
necessity of buying my property. I have
owned this building for 32 years, and I
hope to continue to own the same. Thank
you very much.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. The
next speaker is Daniel Pearlstein.

MR. PEARLSTEIN: Hi. I am Danny

Pearlstein. I go to high school on the
Upper East Side. I ride the Lexington
Avenue subway there, and I see lots and
lots of people crowded on the subway. I
hope if I was in high school in 10 years,
I wouldn't have to see lots and lots of
people on the subway.
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I had trouble hearing about the
meeting. I heard about if through the
newsletter online, and I believe tQat
indicates one of the problems with the
hearing. Look at who is here. There are
four people here, and I don't know if any
of you are voting members of the MTA
Board.

Notice of this meeting was not
published to the New York City ﬁublic.
There was no ad in the New York Times and
no ads in the subway station or.subway
cars frankly because the MTA Board didn't
want the subway riders to come and
complain. We made it anyway. Good for us.

The fact is we can't have this project
moving forward the way it is. You have the
gentleman from the Committee for Better
Transit with his point that you are
spending too much money on this. Of course
you are. The money isn't there to begin
with. The fact is the subway riders
support a far greater share of their ride
than any other riders in this country
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including the riders on the New York City
suburban line which are subsidized to the
tune of over 50 percent.

The subway riders are already getting
the shaft. It will lead to a greater part
of the shaft. You are not building the
Second Avenue subway in tandem. It needs
to be done. The fact it costs a lot of
money is a poor excuse.

As the gentleman from the CBT showed
you, you can do it for a lower cost. The
fact is that the people who want the
Second Avenue are not the people who want
the ESA. The people who want the ESA voted
for the Governor and the people who wanted
Second Avenue didn't. This is a clear
example of political pandering, and
perhaps graft, and it is not fair and
democratic.

I learned that. I took a year and a
half of American history. This is
problematic to say the least. I hope that
you address my concerns. Thanks a lot.

| MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. The
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next speaker is John Cornelius.

MR. CORNELIUS: We have been

trying to work on the East Side Access
Project plan for a long time. I am
concerned that it has to be worked in
conjunction with the air train being
built.

The first part of it, as you know, is
to Jamaica Center. From there I hope I see
in my lifetime it continues on to the Long
Island Railroad along the Van Wyck. The
reason why I point this out is you must
get transportation in New York because by
the year 2015, New York City will have
over nine million people. With a world
population to over six billion by the year
2050, we have to consider strongly about
our transportation needs. P |

I agree that the Second Avenue subway-——.
should work along with the East Side

Access plan. We did a lot of talking.

D

Let's start moving. Thank you very much.
MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. The
next speaker is Vaughn Troy.
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MR. TROY: I had the pleasure of
spending a number of years that I lived in
Manhattan commuting on the number 6. I
know how awful it is. I have had the same
type of pleasure commuting since then from
Long Island much of it to the East Side.

It is a horrendous trip. Forget the
railroad itself. Then trying to make your
way back. It's the whole point of this
huge project. It takes a huge amount of
time and subway capacity like the Shuttle,
and it is completely illogical.

We know it has to be built. We also
know it can take 10 or 20 years before
there is funding for a Second Avenue
subway as desperately as we need that, and
I know we do. I don't want for us to hold
up this project until that one is
finished. We should do our best to go
ahead on both. This one we have got to get
it started as quickly as possible.

I don't know whether the CBT's plans
would work or not. I sincerely hope the
MTA will take a close look at them because
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if it is possible to do this project in a
simpler and less expensive way, maybe that
can free up some of the funding needed for
the Second Avenue subway and get' that
going sooner.

One way or another, we desperately
need the East Side Access. I also look
forward to once that is done to
Metro-North moving some of its passengers
over to Penn Station. Maybe that will help
the East Side Access a bit also. I don't
know. I don't want to hold this up for
another 10, 20 or 30 years Or 50'years
before a Second Avenue subway can finally
be built. Thank you.

MR: SUSSMAN: Kristin Harrison
representing Congresswoman Carolyn
Maloney.

MS. HARRISON: Thank you for the
opportunity to address you today. I am
pleased to submit testimony on behalf of
Congresswoman Maloney to the MTA on East
Side Access Project that will have a
positive effect on her district both in
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Manhattan and Queens.

She states I also want to commend the
Board on its decision to build a full
length Second Avenue subway. Although we
are here to comment on the DEIS for East
Side Access, the message that many of us
want to convey is that East Side Access
needs to be done in conjunction with the
Second Avenue subway if it is going to
work. They are part of the same
transportation solution and must be
considered together.

The DEIS is stunningly silent on the

Second Avenue subway. When the Long Island
Railroad connection is completed in 2009,
it will dump thousands of additional
riders on to the East Side. The DEIS
indicates that the preferred alternative
study is expected to bring about 62
thousand Long Island Railroad riders into
Grand Central during the four hour weekday
AM peak period in the year 2010. The DEIS
evaluates the impact that East Side Access
will have on the bus and subway lines
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around Manhattan and Queens.

For instance, the DEIS notes that the
additional Long Island Railroad passengers
will result in significant impacts to the
numbers 4 and 5 express lines southbound
in the AM peak hour. I believe the
discussion of the impact of adding more
passengers to the already over capacity 4
and 5 trains is inadequate. There is no
room on these lines for existing
passengers, and to talk about adding more
people without a Second Avenue subway to
alleviate congestion is absurd.

The Lexington line is over crowded.
The DEIS does not discuss how a full
length Second Avenue subway would help to
reverse the negative impacts on the
Lexington line. Without a full length
Second Avenue subway, over crowding will
create dangerous ccnditions for riders.
The already over crowded cars will not
handle even the six passengers per car

that the DEIS calculates will be added,

——
e |

and signal adjustments to the line will
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(:) not be enough to mitigate the negative

impacts to the line.

= A supplemental DEIS should discuss the
importance of the Second Avenue subway to
provide an outlet for the new passengers
when the Long Island Railroad project is
completed. The DEIS is incomplete without
a discussion of the way the Second Avenue
<:> subway will alleviate some of the

environmental problems created by East
Side Access.

Since these projects should be built
in tandem, the DEIS for East Side Access
should include greater detail of the
effects of the Second Avenue subway. Thank

you.
e,

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. Joel
Azumah.

MR. AZUMAH: Good evening. I
will make a few comments about this
proposal.

One; the Second Avenue subway has to
(:) be built first. It's not an option. I
don't understand why it is not in your
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DEIS. I don't understand why it is not
part of your planning. It has to be done

first. There is no question.

Ay
~'

Two; in terms of getting trains off
the main line into the Grand Céntral spur,
you have to make sure it is a flying
junction. If it's a slow junction, 20 or
30 mph, you have just wasted four and a
half billion dollars.

Three; in terms of coordination with
your regional entities such as New Jersey
Transit, Amtrak, your sister agencies, you
have to make sure that you network with
them. For example, New Jersey Transit
trains should be running through to
Queens. That will help make sure that you
guys don't duplicate the samefequipment

doing a similar type of service.

/1

Right now we are having a lot of
storage concerns about this project. Where
are you going to put the extra trains?
Well, if you strung up nine miies'of
catenary on the main line on two tracks,

you can have New Jersey Transit trying to

am—
S
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alleviate some of that problem. When you
through run a train, you don't have to
separate two separate trains. Currently

you do.

[~ Three. What about right now? Right

now we have a crowded Lexington line. The
Long Island Railroad and its sister
agencies have decided not to do anything
about the situation right now. I think
frankly that you run the Queens-Midtown
Tunnel, you manage it, why don't you run a
very simple express bus service from
Jamaica to east midtown just to begin to
mitigate it? You have an HOV lane there.
You should be able to work with your

sister agencies to do that.

P If you are going to build a separate

terminal for the Long Island Railroad,
make sure you have a connection from the
Metro-North main tracks that come from the
upstate regions down to the new Long

Island Railroad terminal. Make sure the

o

two outer tracks can be pointed in a
direction so that you cannot only go into
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this terminal but from this terminal you
can go to downtown Manhattan. You have a
separate study doing that. I don't know
why you are doing that. Frankly, it is all
the same problem. If you go and build it
all at once, it is much cheaper.

In conclusion, I think that the Long
Island Railroad -- this should be not a
Long Island Railroad study. The Long
Island Railroad should be a leader and its
sister agencies should be helping it. I
think that will help you save money in the
long run. Thank you.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank yau. The
next speaker is Louis Hitch.

MR. HITCH: My name is Louils
Hitch. I am on the technical research
committee with Mr. Olmstead and others. I
am speaking of course as a private
citizen.

Quick history lesson. I goé this out
of my morgue file. It is dated February of
1968. It says report to Nelson A.
Rockefeller, Governor of the State of New
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York and explains the project. They said
this.

The cost for the terminal at 48th
Street and 44th and Third Avenue was 195
million dollars. It's what they said. Now
I might point out that the fare at that
time was only 20 cents. The fare is seven
and a half times higher than that.

I say let's go forward with this. It
was approved by the Mayor and Board of
Estimate on September 20 of 1968. I urge
you gentlemen to have ground breaking
September 20 of 2000. Let's go for it.

Now versus option one and option two.
I would prefer option one if, and only 1if,
Long Island Railroad electric trains will
have dual shoes that is top running and
bottom running third rail shoes. It is not
practical so I say go for option two.
Let's do it.

For the record for anybody in the room
listening to me, I favor a four track
Second Avenue line from 180th Street down
to Grand. Two tracks to Dyre Avenue and
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two tracks to Pelham Bay Park from 125th
Street to Grand Street four tracks with
stations every half mile apart.
Unfortunately, MTA did not listen to me.
Here we are now. Thanks. Ciao.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. Robert
Olmstead.

MR. OLMSTEAD: I had not planned

to speak tonight. I still plan to submit
some written comments.

My first contact with this project was
a third of a century agoc. I was one of the
authors of the MTA 68 Grand Design. It's
the book that Lou Hitch just held up. That
plan, as Lou said, included the Long
Island Railroad East Side Access through
the 63rd Street tunnel. We broke ground on
that tunnel in 1969, and it was a two
level tunnel, and the lower level reserved
for the Long Island Railroad and upper
level cor new Queens subway, which I might
add, also had connéctions to the Second
Avenue subway.

The Long Island Railroad East Side
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Access Project is unfinished business as
is the partially built Second Avenue
subway. Both projects should be built
expeditiously. The Long Island Railroad
East Side Access Project 1is ready now to
enter the construction phase and should
proceed as quickly as possible.

One speaker expressed concern about
fire safety. This project must be designed
according to the NFDA 130 fire code. This
is a very rigorous code which I think will
allay the fears of that gentleman. It was
a code that did not exist when some of the
other facilities were built.

The Long Island Railroad East Side
Access Project has been touted as a
suburban project. This is not entirely
true. The project increases access to jobs
in Manhattan's core thus strengthening the
city's economic base. In addition, the
project can provide additional service to
underserved areas of Queens. Remember that
Brooklyn and Queens are also on Long
Island.
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I do think that although the project
doesn't suggest additional service to
stations on line such as the Port
Washington line and the Atlantic branch in
Queens, we should look at the possibility
of more service. We also need the Second
Avenue subway. One project should not be
held hostage to the other. That is a
recipe for getting nothing done.

Let's get on with it and finish the
63rd Street tunnel project by expediting
the Long Island Railroad East Side Access
Project.

MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. John
Lender.

MR. LENDER: Good evening. I
have just a few words with regards to the
East Side Access connection of the Long
Island Railroad. I think it is a wonderful
idea. I think it is an idea that needs tc
get off the ground as soon as possible.

It is nice to see you again, Mr.
Sussman. I haven't seen you since the
Penny Bridge Disaster hearings out in
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Queens. I would like to say that the
Second Avenue subway which has been the
topic tonight in addition to the East Side
Access and Long Island Railroad -- I am
the author of a book called 12 New York
City Historical Street and Transit Maps.
One of the maps in my book is a Board
of Transportation map of the City of New
York Engineering Department proposed
additional rapid transit lines and
proposed vehicular tunnels. It is this map
here. It shows the full length Second
Avenue subway. The date of this maps was
1929. Please don't tie this East Side
Access up that long. Have a good evening.
MR. SUSSMAN: Thank you. That
seems to complete the list of people who
have signed up to speak this evening. Is
there anyone else in the audience that
wishes to make a statement for the record?
MR. TROY: Can I speak a second
time?
MR. SUSSMAN: Briefly.
MR. TROY: There is something
————
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else. Think carefully how you design the
Sunnyside connection. Remember people like
me. I live in East Northport in diesel
country. I want be to sure we have a
viable way of getting to the city because
of the mistake made 30 years ago that we
can't take double decker trains. Give us
an easy transfer without steps like the
drawings showing escalators. Make sure it
is a practical connection for us.

MR. SUSSMAN: For the record,
your name 1is?

MR. TROY: Ron troy.

MR. SUSSMAN: That concludes the
list of speakers for the moment.
Registration will remain open until eight
PM. If you wish to speak, fill out a form,
and we will stand adjourned until there is
another speaker. Thank you.

(At this time, a 30 minute
recess was taken.)

MR. SUSSMAN: Ladies and
Gentlemen, if I may have your attention,
please. I would like to reconvene the
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public hearing. Is there anyone else in
the audience who would like to make a
statement for the record? I am not hearing
any response so we will adjourn this
public hearing.

If anyone has comments they wish to
submit for the record either to supplement
their verbal testimony this evening or in
lieu of verbal testimony, you can send
that to me, Doug Sussman. I am Deputy
Director of Government and Community
Relations for the MTA. The address is MTA,
347 Madison Avenue, New York, New York
10017. We thank you for your attendance.

Good evening.
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CERTIFICATE

I, WALTER CHIRIBOGA, JR., a Shorthand
Reporter and Notary Public of the State of
New York, do hereby certify:

That the witness whose examination 1is
hereinbefore set forth, was duly sworn,
and that such examination is a true record
of the testimony given by such witness.

I further certify that I am not related
to any of the parties to this action by
blood or marriage; and that I am no way
interested in the outcome of this matter.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set

my hand this 18th day of June, 2000.
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STATEMENT :

F. Carlisle Towe
President, Greater Jamaica Development Corporation (GJDC)

To

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Capital Projects Public Hearing
In Support of ¢
EAST-SIDEACCESS  (feskmovy preses! d H)
Youw Heivber )

June 15, 2000

I am Carlisle Towery, President of GIDC, a private not-for-profit professional organization of
civic and business leaders founded in 1967 and dedicated to the economic recovery and
‘revitalization of Jamaica, Queens, and to the rebuilding of its downtown.

We enthusiastically support the East-Side Access project and submit with this Statement the
Resolution of our Members, dated September 13, 1999. That Resolution outlines the several
compelling public benefits of the project.

[
ESA will be enormously beneficial to LIRR commuters from Nassau and Suffolk counties -
destined for Manhattan’s east side, and for LIRR commuters from Queens. It will save some
60,000 commuters 30 to 45 minutes a day. But its benefits to the region overall and to Jamaica
may be more significant. It will, each work day, remove 12,000 cars from the roads of Queens
and East River crossings. This favorable effect on the region’s environment is favorable, given
that automobile emissions are the largest contributor to its air pollution.

The connection of the LIRR to Grand Central Terminal will, for Metro North riders, significantly
enhance accessibility to Jamaica via a transfer at Grand Central Terminal -- and to JFK
International Airport via the new “AirTrain” light rail link at Jamaica. Residents of Upper
Manhattan, the Bronx and Yonkers, from close-in Westchester Hudson River towns and for
Mount Vernon, New Rochelle and Pelham will be within easy rail commute of Jamaica Station.
The attached map indicates the geographic areas of the region which ESA will bring within a 45-
minute commute by rail of Jamaica. We estimate that some 325,000 workers from those areas
will be added to Jamaica’s labor shed — about 51,000 from Manhattan, 204,000 from the Bronx
and 71,000 from Westchester. This strengthens our local objectives of attracting and
accommodating jobs to Jamaica, and Regional Plan Association’s long-time recommendations of
building sub-centers at transportation hubs outside Manhattan. Two regional sub-centers, White
Plains and Jamaica, will be connected by rail, via a transfer at Grand Central Terminai. -

IFKLINK\Statement\MTA_ESA.wpd



Map 7: Areas within One Hour of Jamaica via Long Island
Rail Road or 45 Minutes via Subway (with ES Access)
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RESOLUTION
of
The Membership of Greater Jamaica Development Corporation

SUPPORTING CONNECTION OF
THE LONG ISLAND RAIL ROAD TO GRAND CENTRAL STATION
(“East Side Access”)

o WHEREAS, projected jobs and economic growth in the New York Region over the
next several decades are substantial and will likely cause enlargement of the Manhattan
Central Business District. which is the Region’s economic “heart;”

e WHEREAS, new commuter rail capacity is required 1o serve that projected growth and
without such expanded capacity. the efficiency and competitiveness of the Region will

suffer;

e WHEREAS. this project complements another Master Links component -- the JFK
Airpor light rail service (“AirTrain”) — and adds 1o Jamaica’s locational advantages and
strengthens its potential for growth as a Regional sub-center by directly linking Jamaica
Center tc east Midtown, thus positioning Jamaica between Grand Central and JFK

Airport by rail;

® WHEREAS. because the maiority of current LIRR riders are destined for the east Mid-
town area and must back-track -- using an additional mode -- to reach their destinations
once they arrive at Penn Station. this project will save these commuters an estimated
average of 30 minutes in daily wvavel time;

e WHEREAS, other benefits of the project include:

- attracting new riders to public transportation,

- reducing automobile-caused air pollution;

- relieving congestion at Penn Station;

- relieving over-crowding of Queens subway lines;

- wtilizing public investments already made in the 63™ Street tunnel;
- stimulating economic growth in Queens and Long Island.

NOW THEREFORE, the Members of Greater Jamaica Development Corporation endorse
the Long Island Rai! Road’s Grand Central Connection project, urge that it be given priority
attention and scheduling by decision-makers, and respectfully request that the required State,
Federal und local financing be provided.

Dated: September 13, 1999

Signed: /\Tﬂ g /XW\}

John H. Steinberg/
Vice President/Assistant Secretary

i \RESOLUTNLIRR.res0.approved wpd
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Testimony by the Tri-State Transportation Campaign
on the MTA Long Island Railroad’s DEIS for East Side Access
presented by Lisa Schreibman, June 15, 2000

My name is Lisa Schreibman and [ am the New York City coordinator for the Tri-State
Transportation Campaign. The Tri-State Transportation Campaign is a consortium of
thirteen of the region's leading environmental, planning and transit advocacy groups that
work to achieve sustainable transportation by reforming and redirecting transportation
investment patterns.

East Side Access is an excellent project. According to the MTA, it will attract 16,300
new transit riders, save 43,000 users of the present service the time it takes to backtrack
from Penn Station to the East Side and get 6,000 people out of their cars each day. All of
which means cleaner air for everyone and less congestion on the highways and tunnels.

The East Side Access project will include a new station at Sunnyside that could become a
hub for many train services including the three major commuter rail systems serving New
York City, Amtrak and the New York City Transit subways. This type of commitment to
making Long Island Railroad not onlv good for suburban travelers but also for people in
the city is heartening to see.

MTA has successtully passed the federal hurdle and the project now has a
“recommended” status, which makes it eligible for “New Starts” money. The MTA will
be asking for approximately 2.175 billion dollars from federal sources, half of the

Lproject’s total.

However, Federal Transit Administration did not give the project a “highly
recommended” status at least partially based on the low number of new riders who will
use the service. Given the lack of adequate subway service on Manhattan’s east side, it
seems likely that some people who might use the connection will forego transit even after
East Side Access is built rather than face the overcrowded conditions of the Number 6
line.

We therefore urge the MTA to coordinate this project with the building of the Second
Avenue Subway. The combination of East Side Access and the Second Avenue Subway

should be the preferred alternative identified in the final EIS.

Thank you.

240 West 35m Streer, Sunte 801 - Puoe (212) 2687474 EMa tste@ ste.org
New Yorg, New York 10001 Fax (212)268-7333 Wes hitp:/ /www.tstc.org
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Testimony
of
B. Dean Angelakos, Vice President NEW YORK
New York Building Congress BUILDING
to CONGRESS
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
on
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the

East Side Access Project
June 15, 2000

The New York Building Congress appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the East Side Access Project. This project,
which will bring the Long Island Rail Road directly into Grand Central Terminal, is one

of the most critical transportation investments in the New York Metropolitan Region. @

Members of the Building Congress, who are leaders of the design, construction and real
estate industry of New York City, enthusiastically support the East Side Access Project.
From its inception in the late 1560’s, the concept of providing direct Long Island Rail

Road access to the East Side of Manhattan has been an enormously important objective

for all New Yorkers.

The East Side Access Project is a vital component of the Metropolitan Transportation _I
Authority’s latest capital program, which the éoard of Directors of the Building Congress

has endorsed enthusiastically. The MTA has made progress over the past 15 years by @
implementing four successive capital programs that have maintained, and enhanced the
transit system. The East Side Access Project, as part of an overall capital program that

inspires confidence and support, will continue the MTA’s record of success.

4+ WEST 287+ STREET. 127# FLOOR. NEW YORK.NY 10001, TELEPHONE 212.481.9230. FAX 212.447.6439



NEW YORRBUILDING CONGRESS

Over the past yvear. the Building Congress and its Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee have held a number of meetings on the East Side Access Project. In each
case, project plans were reviewed in considerable detail. We are pleased to report that the
project enjoys widespread support in our industry. There is no question of the need for
East Side Access, nor have we uncovered any significant disputes regarding the

preferable alternative.

Our only, ongoing concern is for adequate financial support of this project and the entire
capital program. While transit infrastructure in New York City and its suburbs is much
improved over the past two decades, sufficient resources still are not being generated to
meet the long-term needs of the expanding economy. The Building Congress has
implored our leadership, on all governmental levels, to dedicate greater long-term
financing for public transportation. Nowhere is this financial need more apparent than
with the East Side Access Project, which only has received a small portion of its required

funding.

We commend the MTA and its Long Island Rail Road subsidiary for advancing LIRR
access to the East Side of Manhattan. Few projects have enjoved as widespread support
in our industry as this one. From the outset, it has been planned with the fullest possible
public involvement and with the best expertise our industry has to offer. The project
deserves our ful] support and encouragement. We urge the MTA to continue “fast track”

implementation and to devote its best efforts to securing the necessary financial support.

S8




NEWS FROM

SENATOR

THOMAS K. DUANE

27TH SENATORIAL DISTRICT - NEW YORK STATE SENATE

Testimony of State Senator Thomas K. Duane
Before the Metropolitan Transportation Authority Hearing
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the ITA Long Island Rail Road East Side Access Project
June 15,2000

Good evening. [ am State Senator Thomas K.Duang representing the 27th senatorial district in
Manhattan. [ am here tonight to again express my concerns about the plans for the Long [sland Rail
Road East Side Access as outlined in the recently released Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the project.

[ believe that there are many positive aspects to linking the Long Island Rail Road with Grand Central -
@ Terminal through the creation of an East Side Access, but [ am greatly concerned about the proposed

timing of this project. An East Side Access will certainly make commuting for thousands of people
who ride the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) to destinations on the East Side of Manhattan signiticantly
easier. However. the completion of the East Side Access project before the completion of the
full-length Second Avenue Subway will result in much hardship for the current riders of the Lexington
Avenue Subway. The influx of LIRR riders on the Lexington Avenue Subway line facilitated by the

creation of East Side Access will greatly exacerbate the current extreme overcrowding on the
' @ Lexington Avenue line. The influx of LIRR riders onto the Lexington Avenue Subway line will push
the current capacity rate of the Lexington Avenue line from 112% up to 117% (as stated in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for East Side Access, and believe this may even be an
underestimate). The current overcrowding on the Lexington Avenue line is unbearable at the 112%
level -- pushing that to a 117% rate is completely unacceptable. irresponsible. and [ would argue even
[L_dangerous. Not only will increased capacity make for an even more unbearably uncomfortable

commute. it threatens the health and safety of subway passengers as more people cram into cars not
made to accommodate such numbers. and more overcrowding in subway stations and on subway
platforms make for fertile ground for a variety of dangerous accidents or incidents.
-
To prevent such a situation from occurring, it is imperative that East Side Access not be completed
until or unless we have completed a full-length Second Avenue Subway line. This additional line
@ along the East Side of Manhattan will greatly reduce the overcrowding on the Lexington Avenue line.
With this in place. the influx of passengers from the LIRR onto the Lexington Avenue line will not
have the overwhelming negative effect it would have under current conditions. and would not bring
capacity levels to dangerous levels.
r Unfortunately. the MTA’s 2000-2004 capitai plan does not provide adequate funding for the
completion of the Second Avenue Subway anywhere in the near future. The MTA’s capital plan

.

ALBANY OFFICE: ROOM 415, LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING, ALBANY, NY 12247 « (518) 455-2451
NEW YORK OFFICE: 275 7TH AVE., 12TH FLOOR, NEw YORK, NY 10001 « (212) 41 4-0200
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includes $1.01 billion for the initial planning. design and the start of the construction of a full-length
Second Avenue Subway. which amounts to only 7% of it’s total cost, but does not indicate an
estimated completion date or provide the vast majority of the funds that will be needed to carry through
and complete the project. On the other hand. the East Side Access has an estimated completion date of
2009 and more than one-third of its costs. $1.5 billion out of a total of $4.3 billion. has been
programmed for the next five years. Moreover, the MTA is planning to request $600 million in
Federal and State funding to complete East Side Access in its submission to the Federal government.
but is only requesting $5 million for the construction of the Second Avenue Subway.

The separation of the these two projects must be halted. Spending public money on a project that will
exacerbate an already existing problem is simply unconscionable. As stated. if built. the East Side

Access project must move forward in parallel with progress on the full-length Second Avenue Subway
line in order to avoid the intense overcrowding that would otherwise result.



Regional Plan Association

Testimony by Regional Plan Association
on the MTA Long Islagd Rail Road’s
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for East Side Access

June 15, 2000

My name is Jeffrey Zupan and I am Senior Fellow for Transportation at

Regional Plan Association. RPA has been a consistent supporter of the

project to connect the Long Island Rail Road to Grand Central Terminal.

A little history about this project is instructive. In the early 1970s when the
project was proposed to be built to Third Avenue and 48" Street by the then
MTA Chairman, William Ronan, we objected on the grounds that it should
go directly into Grand Central Terminal to avoid creating a disconnected
network. Unfortunately, the fiscal difficulties of the 1970s prevented the
completion of the project in any form and the commuter rail tunriel under the
East River has been vacant for the last 25 years. The best thing about the
delay is that the superiority of RPA’s Grz.md Central option has now been

borne out by numerous consultant studies.

The project now known as East Side Access is an excellent project, one that
will transform Long Island from a vast suburban area with an inferior

commute to Manhattan to one that will be as good or better than the other

4 Irving Place, Tth Floor, New York, New York 10003 ¢ Telephone 212.2533.2727  Fax 212.253.5666

- www.rpa.org ¢ email: mail@rpa.org
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suburban sectors in the Region. It can help lift up the economy of Long
Island and overcome some of its dead end qualities. Long Islanders will
have the option of reaching either the east or west side of Midtown. An
estimated 60,000 commuters a day will save about 45 minutes by going
directly to the east side, closer to their destinations. Another 6,000
commuters a day will forsake their automobiles and the crowded roads of
Nassau and Suffolk counties and of the borough of Queens. East Side
Access will add about 24 peak hour trains from the east to the 42 peak hour
trains that already reach Penn Station from the east. This will not only add
capacity to bring more workers into Manhattan to the high paying jobs in
Manhattan, but it will offer flexibility in adding Amtrak service, better
operations for NJ TRANSIT from the west, and more service for Queens and
Long Island residents. It will also make it possible to travel by rail between
Long Island and Metro North'’s service territory.

Y
Given these vast benefits, RPA would be d l'/ighted to unconditionally
support East Side Access, but we cannot. /Z he full-build Second Avenue
Subway must be built and completed simultaneously with East Side Access.
The MTA has not given any assurances that this will be done. (Their capital
program requests to the federal government, subject of a hearing next week,
asks for $600 million for East Side Access and only $5 million of the
Second Avenue Subway). The result is that once East Side Access is in
place the already intolerable congestion on the Lexington Avenue subway
will get worse. The East Side Access DEIS recognizes that the impacts on
the subway will be “only partially mitigated” by improvements on the
platforms and to turnstiles at the 42" Street station. The DEIS suggests that

the number of additional commuters will be small, in part because some



_pen
LIRR'who would otherwise use the Lex after being dropped by East Side

Access at Grand Central will choose not to use East Side Access because the

Lex is too crowded. Thus, the DEIS (and the MTA) is admitting that if there

©

is no Second Avenue Subway to relieve the Lex Line the full benefit of East

[__ Side Access will not be realized. Should weJ# give approval for this flawed

approach to East Side Access that will help some members of the riding
public and making it worse for many others? RPA does not think so.
B RPA supports an East Side Access project that is coordinated with and
completed simultaneously with a fuli-build Second Avenue Subway. We

—

recommend that the Final EIS fully assess this alternative and commit to it in

@ @

a Record of Decision (ROD that will accompany East Side Access.

b—,

In a spirit of openness we look forward to having the MTA engage us in
@ discussionsdn these matters, and not merely treat this hearing, and others

like them as a formality in the process.
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Testimony
of
Gene Russianoff

Staff Attorney, NYPIRG straphangers Campaign

before the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
hearing on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for MTA Long Island Rail Road East Side Access
June 15, 2000

Good evening. I'm Gene Russianoff, staff attorney for the NYPIRG Straphangers Campaign,
which has been a voice for New York City subway and bus riders since 1979.

The Straphangers Campaign agrees that there are major benefits to linking the Long Island Rail
Road to Grand Central Terminal. Certainly, this will make commuting easier for tens of thousands
of LIRR riders whose jobs and destinations are on the East Side of Manhattan, not the current Penn
Station on Manhattan’s West Side. Around the world, cities have invested in providing multiple
options for commuters; that makes sense here.

But progress for LIRR riders should not come at the expense of subway niders on the already]_
jam-packed Lexington Avenue express lines. “East Side Access” for LIRR riders would mean
pushmw the Lexmcton from 112% capac1ty to 117%, according to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. This is 51mp1y intolerable.! The Draft Environmental Impact Statement spells out @

“potential mitigation” for crowding on the Lexington. These steps are singularly unconvincing,
largely amounting to cajoling passengers on the line to move faster or get out of the way!

Il

What's the solution? The LIRR-East Side Access project should be built in tandem with a full-
length Second Avenue Subway. That way all riders traveling by subway on Manhattan’s East @
Side— whether coming from the LIRR or not—would not face inhuman traveling conditions.

The MTA’s 2000-2004 capital plan includes $1.05 billion for the planning, design and start of ]
construction of a full-length Second Avenue Subway.

But compare the two projects: The MTA says it will complete East Side Access by 2009; it is
programming more than one-third of the costs over the next five years, some $1.5 billion out of
$4.3 billion. The MTA has no estimated completion date for Second Avenue. And as Comptroller @
H. Carl McCall recently warmned: “The MTA’s five-year capital program includes only $1.1 billion
for a full-length Second Avenue Subway, less than 7 percent of the total cost. During the 1970s
fiscal crisis, the MTA had to abandon efforts to construct a Second Avenue Subway for lack of
resources, a costly mistake that must not be repeated.” The MTA is planning to request $600
million in federal and local costs for East Side Access in its upcoming submission to the federal

government, but only $5 million for Second Avenue. s
The Straphangers Campaign urges that the final Record of Decision for East Side @
Access tie the project to a concrete commitment to building a Second Avenue Subway.
—

! The DEIS says that 3,300 riders will be added to the Lexington express lines during the 8-9am
rush-hours. The document suggests that the number would be higher except that some LIRR riders @
will shun Grand Central because they cannot bear to transfer to the overcrowded Lexington. It
doesn’t make sense to spend $4.3 billion on LIRR East Side Access on the assumption that it will
be underused because of overcapacity on the Lexington line.
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EAST SIDE ACCESS-DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PREPARED BY-U.S.DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

AND
MTA/LONG ISLAND RAILROAD
MAY 2000

My name is Irw@n Frucptpan,I reside at 2525 W.2nd Street,B’klyn, New
York.A Professional Civil Engineer for close to 50 years,I have been

involvgd in the planning and construction of many major transportation
and building proijects.

The conclusions reached in the DEIS are not backed up by the material

presented. 1 ' '

I.The NEED for a new 4.3 Billion dollar EAST SIDE LIRR TERMINAL at GC
not justified from a cost/benefit,land-use and future development
perspective. —

IX.The ALTERNATES:1)NO ACTION, 2)TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM)
and 3)PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE(OPTION 2) ,are not sufficient to be a 1
considered a fair review of other practical ,hard and soft alternat-
ives,especially in light of the 4.3 Billion $ cost,and the long
period of construction and disruption before actual operation
commences in 201i3(roughly 13 years after completion of the DEIS)for
the PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE. -J

A study of the zoning patterns below Central Park will reveal that
the future development of the commercial/high tech/light industrial
and similar growth industries will occurr west of Fifth Avenue and
down to,and all along,the Hudson River Waterfront.Because the zoning
east of Fifth Avenue is overwhelmingly Residential,and the land is
already predominately developed for residential uses,no large.commer-
cial opportunities exist. o

With the exception of the Clinton,Penn Station South,Chelsea and the
Greenwich Village communities,the west side is zoned for manufactur-
ing uses,reflecting its historic relationship to the once bustling
waterfront and port.This M zoning will permit the modern and future
business the city needs to supply the job growth it must sustain.

Thus,the LIRR Station at Penn Station is idealy situated to meet,apd
fulfill the future demands of the rapidly changing west side.What is
lacking however,is the foresight to make sure this terminal will be
the transit hub to distribute the newly generated demand along the
west side.This would be similar to the rail system being developed

along the developing New Jersey waterfront(Newport City,etc). —

D@



STATEMENT BY IRWIN FRUCHTMAN (CON'T) PG-~2
II.ALTERNATIVES

Only one "“HARD" ALTERNATIVE has been studied,and it is the PREFERR~-
ED ALTERNATIVE(Optlop 2),at a cost of 4.3 Billion $,with operation
of the completed project streching out to 2013(at the earliest).

r-The pluses presented for this solution in the DEIS are misleading

and greatly overstated.An examination of the actual savings of time

for the LIRR passenger,if the East Side Terminal is built at Grand
Central,compared to the present Penn Station Terminal is a perfect

(:) example of this point.The new terminal will be extremely deep-about
123 ft from the lowest platform to street level,requiring several

long and time consuming escalator runs,even before they start their

walk to their subway connection,or walk to their job location.

To reach the Lexington Subway for example,a walk of about 6 blocks

|_would be requited.

There would be no differential time saving to the East Side Terminal

due to the fact that the distance to either terminal is about equal.

1 In fact,the 90% turn from the 63rd Street to Park Avenue,will mean

a slow speed.

@EThus any savings in the "double back" is purely fictious.But there
are also questions about the inability of the 63rd Street Tunnel to
handle new bi-level cars which can greatly increase the number of

(7 passengers carried to the Penn Station.There has already been a

—tremendous investment in storage and connections for the West Side.

() How will the lack of storage tracks at Grand Central impact the

|_carrying capacity of the 63rd St.Tunnel?

r—Ehe future development of the West Side area requires a north-south

transit link along the waterfront,or just inland.This is doable,as

the existing hi-line can be used,as can the hook up to below grade
track under Eleventh Avenue.There is a present link to the Javits

Center from Penn Station.

But if passengers desire to continue on from Penn Station to an East
(:7 Side destination this can be accomplished at a fraction of the 4.3
Billion $ cost.By continuing the SHUTTLE west and south to Penn Sta.
a completely flexible transportation hub will result.And it can be
extended west to the Javits Center,or east to Second Avenue went the

subway link is ultimately built.

b




STATEMENT BY IRWIN FRUCHTHAN(CON’T) PG-3 =
The DEIS is deficient because it has not presented reasonable
"ALTERNATIVES" for the PUBLIC to evaluate.It is NOT REASONABLE for

PUBLIC AGENCIES to simply say that they have thought about other
alternates,but discarded then,because the agencies did not think
they met the projects goals, —_—

Here are three reasonable "ALTERNATIVES" that should be included in™ ]
the DEIS:(No prefrence until DEIS completed)

1-A NEW 3-TRACK TUNNEL from the most westerly end of the present
LIRR tracks in QUEENS to a TUNNEL IN MANHATTAN directly into Gc.
THE NEW TUNNELS WOULD PERMIT uses of higher capacity Bi-lLevel
trains,and peak hour reverse movement for storage in Queens. @

2-THE 42nd ST,SHUTTLE EXTENSION WEST AND SOUTH TO PENN STATION,PLUS
FUTURE ENTENSIONS FURTHER WEST TO JAVITS CENTER,AND EAST T0O THE
NEW SECOND AVENUE SUBWAY STATION.THIS ELIMINATES A NEED FOR A NEW

LIRR TERMINAL AT GC.

J-BRING LIRR SERVICE TO LOWER MANHATTAN ALONGSIDE WORLD TRADE
CENTER VIA PRESENT LIRR ATLANTIC/FLATBUSH HUB,BY USE OF A TA sSuB-
WAY TERMINAL.THIS WOULD EFFECTIVELY TIE ALL 3 PA AIRPORTS VIA THE
PATH TUBES-LIRR-JAMAICA CENTER-~LAG/JFK. al

4-IMPROVE HUBS AT ATLANTIC/FLATBUSH-JAMAICA CENTER-IN NASSAU &
SUFFOLK COUNTY AS A DEVELOPMENT POLICY TO DIRECT NEW GROWTH AWAY
FROM MANHATTAN CBD’S.THIS WOULD SPREAD JOB GROWIH IN HIGH-TECH
AND SERVICING INDUSTRIES CLOSER TO AREAS OF POPULATION GROWTH. _
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ONE WORLD TRADE CENTER
NEW YORK, NY 10048

THE PORT AUTHORITY O Y G 0 % @) £35700

(573) 9616600

July 12,2000

S W |

Mr. Anthony F. Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, NY 10018

Dear Mr. Japha:

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey offers the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Long Island Rail Road East Side Access (LIRR
ESA) project. This letter expands on the reasons for our support offered at the public hearing on
the DEIS on June 185, 2000,

Summary

¢ Implementation of the LIRR ESA projcct is a critical step in a broader regional strategy to
expand the capacity and role of the commuter-rail network in the bi-state metropolitan area.
Though important as a stand-alone project, it also sets the stage for future enhancement of
regional rail services serving Penn Station New York (PSNY), JFK International Airport, and
other key transportation facilities.

 Interagency analyses involving the Port Authority and others corroborate the long-term need
to expand rail transit capacity serving the region’s Central Business District (CBD). Absent
the project, the LIRR network and Penn Station New York (PSNY) will lack the capability
during peak travel hours to provide needed transit services and to achieve maximum
diversion of trips from the region’s overburdened highway network. _J

* Consistent with current interagency efforts, the final design of LIRR ESA should preserve
and facilitate a future connection between Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and PSNY, as
identified in the ongoing Access to the Region's Core Major Investment Study. Tt also should
anticipate airport passenger requirements for future service between GCT and JFK, as a

‘f}D ECEIVE

distinct enhancement project after completion of LIRR ESA, e |

Region’s Commuter Rail Network Requires Additional Capacity

Timely advancement of the East Side Access plan is important for the commuter market and
Central Business District served by the LIRR, as a freestanding project that creates new peak-
period capacity to meet future growth in demand. It also is a critical element of a broader
regionwide campaign to expand the rail transit share of the commuter market; to support new

JUL 12 2000 7
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development in the Manhattan CBD and the office districts emerging around it; and to capture
more non-commuter travel, including airport trips, now using our congested roadways.

This strategy is embodied in another planning initiative, the Access to the Region’s Core (ARC)
partnership among the Port Authority, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, and New
Jersey Transit. ARC began as a Major Investment Study five years ago. Our goal was to assess
jointly the need for additional transit capacity to serve the Midtown core, primarily from the west
and the east, and to develop solutions for meeting forecast needs to the year 2020 and beyond.

ARC’s early work affirmed the vitality of the Midtown job market and its continuing “pull” on
the regional work force, with a disproportionate share of the region’s highest-paying jobs
concentrated in Manhattan and forecasts showing strong prospects for future employment growth
in the CBD. ARC also ploughed through a long list of potential transit investments
encompassing many modes, concluding that commuter-rail strategies appeared to be most
effective in addressing the next wave of expected growth from the markets east and west of
Midtown.

The LIRR East Side Access study moved forward in parallel with ARC. As it became a priority
in the MTA capital program, the ARC team shaped its work to ensure a compatible and
complementary approach for serving the trans-Hudson market, where growth pressures and

capacity problems are just as compelling. @

The LIRR and ARC efforts both shed light on the crucial role of Penn Station New York in the
regional transportation picture. Penn Station and its connecting tunnels reaching to New Jersey
and to Queens are owned by Amtrak. This complex is the hub of Amtrak’s busy Northeast
Cornidor. However, LIRR and NJT passengers make up 93 per cent of the total weekday
ridership at Penn Station, which is the Manhattan anchor for both commuter systems.

One of the critical challenges facing our region, as documented in ARC and other joint work by
the railroads, is that Penn Station is running out of capacity to meet the cumulative demand for
peak-period train slots. All three Penn Station railroads are pursuing market-driven opportunities
to expand service, but there is not erough track and platform capacity at PSNY to take full
advantage of the railroads cumulative potential for long-term ridership growth. In addition to the
needs of the markets that already rely on Penn Station, the MTA is studying options for
extending some Metro North Railroad service to the facility.

In this respect, East Side Access for the Long Island Rail Road is not just a convenience for
some proportion of its riders working in east Midtown, Activating the 63™ St. tunnel and
opening a second facility in Midtown is the solution for meeting growing demand from LIRR
territory on Long Island and in Queens that cannot be satisfied at Penn Station. Important
questions need to be resolved abou! sharing Penn Station capacity. However, there is no evident
long-term answer to the pressures on Penn Station without moving forward 1o create a second
Midtown terminal for the Long Island Rail Road, which carries two-thirds of the Penn Station
pussengers loday. ~ . 4




The ARC MIS study now is in its third and final phase. ARC is taking LIRR East Side Access
as a given in its analysis. The leading “build” altemative for ARC entering this phase included a
new two-track Hudson River tunnel which could allow NJT to nearly double the number of
peak-hour trains that could be scheduled into Penn Station during peak travel periods. This
concept also included a new tunnel linking Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal, which
would allow some NJT trains to carry passengers there and connect into the LIRR’s 63" St.
tunnel for daytime storage in Sunnyside Yard.

The Penn-GCT link was integral to the proposed new trans-Hudson connection because the
existing facilities and operations at Penn Station lack the capability during peak hours to process
the additional NJT trains through the crossover tracks and tunnels to go back to New Jersey or
eastward to Queens. Another feature of this concept was a tunnel connection allowing all three
Metro North divisions to schedule some trains through GCT to Penn Station.

The prospect of connecting the region’s two major railroad terminals and its three commuter-rail
systems holds many benefits, but it is ambitious, complex, and expensive. All three ARC
sponsors agreed that this concept required further analysis before it could be recommended as the
preferred alternative.

ARC’s current work program incorporates further assessment of this concept, as well as variant
“build™ alignments that do not rely on the LIRR East Side Access connection. ARC Phase 3 also
includes development of near-term improvements, building on other current work by the Penn
Station railroads, which could enhance rush-hour operations at the station by the later years of
this decade.

Consistent with the ARC MIS findings to date, the Port Authority recommends that the final
design of LIRR East Side Access protect the possibility for a future connection between GCT and
Penn Station. LIRR ESA is a step toward overcoming a potential crisis at Penn Station. The
ARC "build” alternative for our generation may or may not depend on a GCT link, but the
potential 1o create thal connection in the future should be protected.

LIRR ESA Accommodates Future Direct Service Linking Midtown with JFK

East Side Access for the LIRR system complements another PA-MTA partnership: providing
new options for residents and visitors traveling to and from JFK International Airport. The Port
Authority AirTrain project is under construction. When completed in 2003, it will allow
passengers boarding Jamaica-bound LIRR trains to make a seamless transfer at that railroad hub
to our automated light-rail service, which will carry them directly to JFK’s Central Terminal
Area. Service from Penn Station will be faster and more reliable than making the trip by motor
vehicle. When LIRR service becomes available at Grand Central, JEK passengers will have the
choice of accessing the service from two Midtown locations.

By creating additional capacity on the LIRR network linking Manhattan and Queens, the East
Side Access project also will address one of the major obstacles to introduction of a one-seat-ride
service between Manhattan and JFK via the commuter-rail network. The EIS process for
AirTrain established that the current LIRR network does not have the capability to meet both
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peak-period commuter demand and maintain a frequent one-seat-ride service. With East Side
Access in place, it should be possible to introduce one-seat-ride service without compromising
commuter requirements. @

The final design of LIRR ESA should anticipate future introduction of frequent setvice to and
from JFK via Grand Central Terminal, by considering service requirements and passenger-
handling facilities for future airport service. Similar considerations are being addressed in the
development of the Farley/Pennsylvania Station Redevelopment Project.

J L

The FEIS makes the case for East Side Access mainly in the context of the Long Island Rail
Road’s market, and those benefits are substantial. It is just as important to understand how the

project fits in the wider regional framework of efforts to reinforce the Midtown commercial core, @
to set the stage for expansion of other services at Penn Station, and to support a more expansive
role for the commuter-rail network in serving airport-access and other non-commuting trips.
Pressure on the entire regional transportation network — rail, highway, rapid transit — is growing.

The time to move forward on East Side Access is now. ~

The Port Authority looks forward to working with the MTA and our partner agencies in both
states to make the fullest possible use of this expanded capability and other projects moving

through the planning process to support sustainable growth throughout the metropolitan area. @
The project should go forward as proposed, with an awareness of its wider potential to improve
regional mobility by enabling consideration of additional connections and services in the years
following completion of this project. S

Sincerely,

gg. Venech, Seriior Manager

]ranspoﬁaﬁon Policy Development
Office of Policy & Planning
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It is clear to everyone that uses the facilities of the MTA that just about
every system segment is being used to its fullest capacity. There are very few
unexploited rush hour train paths left on the transit properties or the commuter railroads:
The midtown office buildings planned or under construction will add to these burdens, as
will the completion of other transit system improvements. The continued growth of the

New York City economy 1s possible only through a massive investment in new capacity.

The East Side Access Project must move forward as quickly as possible. The
project adds capacity for more riders from Long Island and eastern Queens as well as
putting commuters closer to their East Side destinations. It has been planned for almost
100 years, since the first LIRR trains carried passengers into Manhattan. We fought hard,
along with our Congressional delegation to put this project in the TEA-21 high priority
category. Now that the MTA capital plan includes funding for a full-length Second
Avenue subway extending through Grand Central Terminal to lower Manhattan, both

projects must proceed as quickly as possible.

We urge the MTA to make every effort to construct the full-length Second
Avenue Subway at the same time as ESA. Ideally, both projects will be developed on an
expedited timeline. With the growth in ridership on the 4, 5, and 6 trains and more
congestion to come, it is critical that planning for both projects be coordinated. Adding
more riders to the overcrowded Lexington Avenue subway could partly negate the benefit

East Side Access provides unless there is relief provided by a Second Avenue line.

East Side Access should move ahead now however, because it will give us new
ridership capacity relatively quickly. It happens' to be further ahead in the queue, based on
the amount of work already done and where it is in the federal review process; itis in a
good position to garner federal financial support. The region needs both of the expansion
projects to do what we haven’t done in many, many years - provide real new capacity.

No one should suggest that the East Side Access project be sacrificed because of a
demand for relief from the overcrowding on the Lexington Avenue line. We need both of

these projects as well as others.

S

—




We know that there are concerns about the safety of this project and the potential
impact of construction activities on buildings and businesses along the ESA route. )
However, the DEIS makes it clear that these impacts would be relatively small. Most of
the work would be underground with little activity at the surface if the preferred
alternative is selected. You can be sure that if GCA contractors are selected, they will
only use construction methods that have proven to be safe on jobs around the world.
GCA union-contractors invest millions of dollars into skills and safety training. This
means that high quality projects are delivered safely and on-time. Our industry has a deep

commitment to safe work practices in order to ensure the preservation of property and the

well being of employees and the general public.

Please be aware that the East Side Access plan is supported by thousands of men
and women whose livelithood depends on the construction industry. Union members
need the jobs that will be created by this construction — these will be well-paid positions
with a living wage that can support a family. Direct employment from construction
activities on ESA 1s an estimated 14,200 person-years. That, of course, does not count the
thousands of additional jobs and indirect economic activity that will result from a project
of this magnitude. Since close to 40 percent of the area’s construction workforce is
composed of minorities and nearly three out of four construction workers emploved by
the local industry resides in the five boroughs, you can be sure that the construction of

ESA will also help build middle class neighborhoods throughout the City.

Once again, thank you for your time. The Association and the heavy construction
industry stand ready to assist in any way that we can. Clearly, the need for ESA is more

acute now than ever before.

®




Good evening gentlemen,

My name is Herb Landow. I have been concerned with this project since
1976 when I worked with the PB team studying GCT and the Third Avenue
options. We were directed to plan for 30 trains per hour and the storage of
12 full trainsets. Thus we had to set up a 30 in/18 out operating scenario.
This required a two level approach interlocking. You may recognize this as
tracks 1,2 and 3 of the current plan. Later studies were able to break away
from the notion of storing the trains in GCT. The loop was used — but the
extra stub tracks and the two level interlocking remained. The ghost of the
1976 MTA specifications still lives in your plans.

The MTA inherits at GCT a natural solution to the design problem. That s,

full use of the loop tracks from the Madison Avenue yard area into track 200 @
and back north. Mr. Wilgus, the NYC chief engineer planned for this usage.

It is up to you to use this gift.

In the past months I have submitted a series of three papers to the MTA. I
request that they be made a part of the public record of submittals in this
matter. They deal with various aspects of the project.

The October 99 paper deals with the station design near the arrival room — or
Biltmore room as it has been renamed. It integrates the MNRR and LIRR
station functions there, widens the corridors and speeds the flow. It avoids @
an expensive lowering of the Madison track level to accommodate a 44™
street cross passage. Instead, the profile is undisturbed and the passengers
are moved directly to the upper level station. —
The November 99 report is entitled “More Than You Ever Wanted To Know
About The Grand Central Loop Tracks”. It does just that - by exploring both
the history and engineering that relates to speed around the loop. The speed
issue relates to the capacity of the loop. The NYC had a limit of 12 MPH on
the outer loops. The current MNRR limits are much lower and reflect
cautious use of an aged infrastructure now due for rebuilding. In addition, in @
the report, the engineering equations for speed and balancing superelevation
are explored in detail for each section of track involved. The “unbalanced”
lateral forces are measured and shown to be within normal railway design
practice. I conclude that the ioop has the inherent capacity to handle the full
operation at 12 MPH.




1\

The effect of these two reports is to provide a third alternative to the two
now circulating. You have the deep tunnel and Madison Yard schemes. The:
third alternative “C” is a cost effective one. It gets back to the fundamentals
of the design. It moves the trains and people while minimizing cost, risk and
construction time. Major items of the Madison plan are dropped, including:

The two level interlocking and tracks 3,4,5,6 under Park Avenue.
(5700 track feet)

The revision of track 200 north of 45" to dive down (under the
Waldorf and other buildings).

The stub station trackage in favor of a through design operation.

The avoidance of the massive column changes near Ladders N and U.

The lowered track profile in the Madison yard area.

The only tracks remaining under the MNRR in the 50s area are the 63" St.

~ approach tracks. These are 30 ft or more below the MNRR trackage, thereby

avoiding the difficult construction of the flyover under the MNRR. Also, the
former three track approach under the Tennis & Racquet Club and other
buildings need not occur. Instead, the approach tracks can focus on the J slot
inbound - and the A slot outbound. Tracks Iand J can be reversed in their

~ upper/lower level access functions. Thus, the risks and difficulties of the

former design can be avoided — without resorting to deep tunneling.

The grade from 63™ St. can be reduced from 3% to 2% as the two level
interlocking is not needed.

The final paper relates to the fact that a third of the market served by the
ESA has destinations in the 50’s. A station serving MNRR and LIRR is
feasible in the area from 53™ to 57™. All trains would pause there en route
to/from GCT. The market estimation is based on the 1976 MTA studies. The
market has expanded since then. While the 50s station is unfamiliar to the
MTA, it is very relevant for long term planning. It would reduce the
pedestrian loading at GCT and the surrounding streets and subways, shorten
the trip time and heighten customer satisfaction. This project could be built
later — but the tunnel work now being planned from 63" should rise to the
elevations desired in the long term plan. This uses a 2.24% grade with a 1%
grade in the platform area from 53rd to 57™. This still leaves the 30 feet
envelop under the MNRR mentioned earlier.



In conclusion, a plan based on the fundamentals, which deletes the “extras”
can radically reduce the cost of the project, eliminate risk and get the project
built quickly. At this time I invite any questions you may have. "

Herb Landow

2 Bay Club Drive
Bayside, NY 11360
(718) 224-9164
hlandow(@banet.net
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MORE THAN YOU EVER WANTED

44th St

TO KNOW

//
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At a loop speed of 6 MPH, the loops have insufficient capacity to
move all of the LIRR trains. As a result:

Auxiliary stub ended platforms are needed.
An interlocking to the north is required.
Grade separation of the approach is needed.

Grades of 3% are needed to climb from the East River.

At 12 MPH around the loops, sufficient capacity exists.
No auxiliary stub ended platforms are needed.
No interlocking to the north is required.
No grade separation of the approach is needed.

Grades can be reduced to 2%.

1/3 BILLION DOLLARS IS SAVED AT 12 MPH

Proofs regarding the validity of 12 MPH for the loop are given,
including :

Past NYC RR Operating Timetable

Ride Quality — Lateral G Forces on Curves
Engineering Equations

Standard Railroad Practice On Turnouts
Former LIRR Track Criteria

GCT Loop Radius Values

Aol
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INTRODUCTION

The LIRR station design at GCT is critically effected by the way we use the loop
tracks. Judgements as to the speed and capacity of the loop underlie much of the
design. It is vital, therefore, that this issue be thoroughly understood.

Three loop systems exist at GCT. They are the upper loop, the lower outer loop
and the lower inner loop. In addition, there is a connection between the inner and
outer lower level loop on track 201.

Track 117 can connect to the outer loop via track 201. In addition, it can be
superelevated with the removal of the other inner loop tracks. Thus, a 6 track
through station could be created in lieu of the 10 track (5+5 stub) proposed.

This essay will explore a series of interrelated proofs that point to a more
economic and efficient station at GCT. The basic loop proposal is an old one,
having been suggested many times. However, we demonstrate in 6 different ways
that the basic premise of the refusal to fully use the loop (low speed on ride
quality grounds) is insufficient to ignore the major economic advantages of full
loop usage.

1. NEW YORK CENTRL RR - SPEED LIMITS FOR GCT

The Electric Division NY Central timetable for Sept 26, 1926 (73 years ago)
showed special instructions for operations at GCT. (Appendix A)

The general speed limit East of 57" street was 20 MPH. (Note: Dispatching to the

“East” is physically to the South). (Special Instructions, page 4, top/left item of
table).

However, special restrictions included eastward moves down the ramps to the
lower level (ladders A,B,F,J). These were limited to 12 MPH, probably because
of the heavy grades (2.7% and 3%). (Special Instructions, page 4, Local, 2"
item.).

In addition, crossover, switch or slips were limited to 12 MPH. (Spec. Instructions
middle of page 5, East of 57™ St). The station has many instances of turnouts with
#6.5 and #7 frog designs. The radius of a #6.5 is close to 300°, even tighter than
the loop at 333’. Since the upper loop had turnouts, we may assume the 12-MPH
limit applied there. There is no specific mention of any upper level loop limit.
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Also included was a speed limit of 6 MPH on the lower level loop. (Spec.
Instructions, page 4, Local, first item.).

Today we are warned to obey the 6-MPH limit. However, the 6-MPH limit only
pertained to the inner lower level loop. The outer loop tracks on the lower level
were not opened until the following year (1927) and the special instruction
referenced could not relate to them. The geometry of the upper and lower outer
loops is identical, sharing the same radius elements.

Thus, the inner loop had a 6-MPH limit while the outer loops had a 12-MPH
limit.

PENN CENTRAL - SPEED LIMITS FOR GCT

By 1974, the speed limits in GCT had deteriorated significantly. The Penn Central
Metropolitan Region Timetable listed rule 1157-D1. It limited the loops (outer)

and platform tracks at 6 MPH. Diverging switches and crossovers were limited to
8 MPH.

This was 48 years after the 1926 NYC RR Timetable. In the interval, the track
had deteriorated and the PC RR was very cautious about its operations. Also, by
this point, the volume of activity on the loops had diminished with the loss of
intercity business. Capacity of the loop was not considered an issue of note.
Although the crews had trouble holding speed as low as indicated, the company
was protected by its notice in the timetable.

Our concern is with the speed as it should be set, that is, in the context of a very
active facility in a state of good repair.
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3.

PHYSICS of CURVE BALANCING

In order to establish a reasonable speed limit for these tracks one must go
back to the engineering fundamentals.

A vector force analysis yields the standard equation for lateral acceleration on a tilted

plane.

The lateral acceleration on a superelevated track is derived from the
gravitational force (G @ 32fps/s). The ratio of superelevation / gauge ratio gives the
basic angle of the “tilt” (alpha). Alpha is the angle whose tangent is E / 56.5. The sine
of alpha gives the portion of G that pulls a mass down along the plane of the tilt. The
cosine of the angle gives the sub-portion along the plane of the track’s route. Thus
cos(alpha) - sin(alpha) - G gives the acceleration which counters the outward motion

away from the curve.

The factor 100 - cos(alpha) * sin(alpha) is the percent of G that pulls inward
along the curve. At various E values, the G percent is:

E, inches Percent of One G

0.5 0.88
1.0 1.77
1.5 2.65
2.0 3.53
2.5 4.42
3.0 5.29
3.5 6.17
4.0 7.04
4.5 7.91
5.0 8.78
STANDARD EQUATIONS

Current LIRR maximum, except LIRR turnouts

Former LIRR maximum (1 /19 of G)

The standard equation for the “balancing” speed on a curve is:

V?= K(Ea+Eu)/D

where:

V = Velocity, mph
Ea = Superelevation, actual
Eu = Unbalance (additional superelevation needed to achieve a balance)

K = Constant
R = Radius

D = Degrees of curvature subtended by a 100’ chord = 2(Arcsine(50/R))
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If V is in MPH and elevation is in inches, then K is about 1500. In fact, K is not a
true constant. It is an inelastic variable (of E and D) that runs about 1495-1508
over a range of small angles of superelevation. However, this variance is under
1% and is typically ignored.

The Eu component measures the amount lacking in the Ea component to achieve
balance. At high values (e.g., 10) it indicates possible derailment or rail
overturning. At low levels (1.5 - 3) it merely indicates a minor lateral force on the
passenger. Passengers in cars and buses experience far more extreme lateral
forces than rail operations.

Worldwide research has been done on “cant deficiency” and “tilt” train design. A
current example is the “ACELA”. The carbody and running gear experience large
lateral forces. Nonetheless, they are considered safe on curves at high speeds.

The LIRR track design criteria use the standard equations described above or
minor variants as mentioned below.

ALTERNATIVE & RELATED EQUATIONS

Where precision is not required, some designers use alternative forms of the basic
equations. In fact, precision is not sought as there is no absolute measure as to
human tolerance of lateral pressure. However, it is best to begin with minimal
error, and then introduce the judgmental variables afterwards.

K is sometimes crudely used in denominator form as 0.0007. The reciprocal of
1500 is 0.000666. Rounding to 0.0007 is a 5% error.

Another convenience is to simplify the relation of D (degrees of curvature) and R
(radius). The Arcsine procedure is cumbersome. A very close answer is:

D =5729.65/R.

The 5729. etc. is the radius for a 1-degree curve. If the chord was one unit of
distance instead of 100 units, the key number would be 57.29 etc., also equal to
the degrees per radian (180 / pi). The error accepted by this shortcut is only 0.5%
at 20 degrees.

Some criteria simplify the equations to the form V2 = (E R) / 4.01. The factor of
4.01 is the result of dividing the factor 5729 by 1428. The 1428 figure contains
the 5% error mentioned above. It is the reciprocal of 0.0007 rather than 0.000666.
The latter, of course, is the 1/1500 ratio. The correct factor would be 3.819, not
4.01.
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STANDARD PRACTICE ON TURNOUTS - LIMITS OF UNBALANCE

In the 1970’s, the LIRR specifications for track geometry used 3.0 inches of
unbalance as the maximum recommended on circular curves. This was reduced at
a later time (see section on Criteria below).

A common railway “rule of thumb” defines turnout speed as twice the frog
number. Following the AREA Plan 910, we have the following radius values for
various turnouts: The “E” factor is based on D, V squared and K @1500.

Frog # Radius Degrees \Y% E

5 177.80 32.665 10 2.177

6 258.57 22.299 12 2.141

7 365.59 15.721 14 2.054

8 487.28 11.779 15 1.767 typical use
8 «“ « 16 2.010

9 615.12 9.324 18 2.014

10 779.39 7.356 20 1.962 standard
12 1104.63 5.188 24 1.992

14 1581.20 3.624 28 1.894

15 1720.77 3.330 30 1.988 standard
16 2007.12 2.855 32 1.949

18 2578.79 2.222 36 1.920

20 3289.29 1.741 40 1.857

20 «“ “ 45 2.350 used for 45 mph

Many of these “rule of thumb” values are near 2.0
The common #8 has an E of 1.767 at 15 MPH

The #20 is often used for limited (45) speed moves in interlockings. At 45 the Eu
is 2.350.
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3. LIRR - TRACK CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA

The STV study (1973) discusses the LIRR criteria on page 2-17. It is worth
quoting in full.

“It is noted that previous MTA studies performed in the mid
1970’s utilized alignment design criteria which have since become
more restrictive by recent revisions of the LIRR’s CE-1. The
changes include a reduction in the allowable amount of unbalanced
superelevation from three inches to 1 %2 inches and a reduction in
the allowable maximum gradient undercover from 3.00 percent to
2.00 percent. Based on the analysis performed for this study, it was
determined that the maximum gradient undercover of 2.00 percent
cannot be adhered to for the profiles either in Manhattan or in
Queens. A 3.00 percent maximum gradient undercover is being
used with the concurrence of the LIRR Chief Engineer.”

In some cases a design criteria may define an absolute limit based on safety
concerns. An example would be an unbalance allowance related to possible rail
overturn or derailment potential.

However, the criteria may also define a targeted quality such as passenger
comfort. These are not absolutes. They are used as desirable conditions. When
practical design necessity forces a review, there may be change (such as the
maximum grade referenced above).

The unbalance factor on the loop tracks is a targeted quality issue. Given the

reality of the GCT loop alignments and the economic advantage of using the loop
productively, one must clearly reexamine the criteria
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GCT LOOP TRACKS - SPECIFIC CURVES

In the case of GCT, a variety of radius values are used on the loop
systems. Radius can be converted to degrees of curvature, and the curves
analyzed for speeds at varying levels of E.

INNER LOOP

TRACK

117
117-116
115
101-103
102
101
101

INNER LOOP TO OUTER LOOP

TRACK

201
201

OUTER LOOP

TRACK

40-42,1
40-42
41

39

39
ALL
12

RADIUS

400
241.5
163
136.5
265
205.9
4193

RADIUS

600
250

RADIUS

335
500
375
695
333
339.1
450

DEGREES

14.36
23.89
35.72
42.97
21.75
28.10
13.69

DEGREES

9.56
23.07

DEGREES

17.16
11.47
15.32

8.25
17.27
16.95
12.75

MPH @E 1.5”

12.51
9.70
7.93
7.23

10.17
8.94

12.81

MPH @E 1.5”

15.34
9.87

MPH @ E 1.5”

11.44
14.00
12.11
16.51
11.41
11.51
13.27

MPH @ E 3.0”

17.70
13.72
11.22
10.23
14.38
12.65
18.12

MPH @ E 3.0

21.69
13.96

MPH @ E 3.0”

16.19
19.80
17.13
23.35
16.14
16.28
18.78

The lower and upper level outer loop use the same curves in the west section. The
lower loop follows the route to track 3 in the east section.

Interpreting the 12-MPH limit south of 57" street, we can solve for the E value on
the tightest radius of the outer loops. It comes to 1.65 inches. Thus, the NYC RR
regarded 12 MPH as a safe operating speed on the outer loop. Assuming no
physical superelevation at GCT, they found 1.65 inches of unbalance as

reasonable.

(LANDOW)



INNER LOOP
The loop was abandoned in the late 1960s with the retirement of the 65°-72’ cars.

Only employees (not passengers) were expected to go around the inner loop. The
balancing speed on these routes was 7.23 MPH @ 1.5 unbalance. If any engineer
got a bit rambunctious, the result was still comfortable.

The inner loop is quite short, if only because the radius values tighten it up so
much. Given the short route, short trains etc, the 6-MPH rating was reasonable
from a capacity point of view.

OUTER LOOP - UPPER LEVEL

The arrival station (tracks 38-42) opened in 1914, just after the official opening
dedications of the terminal. It has always been a productive tool, turning intercity
trains for their return to Mott Haven Yard in the Bronx.

With the decline of intercity trains, Mott Haven was reduced in size, then finally
closed. As an economy measure, trains were serviced in GCT itself. The extra
crews and engines used for the Mott Haven run were abolished.

Today, the loop remains active although used below its full capacity. Some trains
are turned and stored in the Waldorf Yard. Others turn and move north for second
trips or mid-day layup in yards to the north. Even GCT cannot store all of the
trains delivered to it.

Over time, the condition of the loop track has deteriorated. It is due for a rebuild
which may restore confidence in using higher speeds than are currently allowed.

As indicated, however, it was rated at 12 MPH with a very modest level of

unbalance. The physics of motion analysis demonstrates the reasonableness of
that limit. The former LIRR criteria offer the same conclusion.
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OUTER LOOP - LOWER LEVEL

When the lower outer loop opened in 1927, new possibilities opened for GCT
manipulations. Some trains arriving on 117-115, used 201 to double over to the
Madison yards for storage.

The proposed use by the LIRR provides the first high density use of this track
region. The overall station design must reflect the capacity of the loop system. Its
geometry would allow the full 12-MPH rating given to the upper level loops.

TRACK 117 AS LIRR TRACK 12

It is suggested here, that 117 be used as a loop track. This would transform the
station proposed from 5 to 6 tracks connected to the loop.

While 117 is connected to the original inner loop, it has radius values that are not
as extreme as the balance of that group. The tightest radius is 241.5°. Another
short segment is at 250°. The other curves are 400’ and 600° which exceed the
outer loop limit of 333’. In addition, with tracks 116 and 115 stub ended, lateral
clearance exists to actually superelevate 117 (See Appendix B).

Only the turnout connecting tracks 201 and 200 remain as an issue. It has a 250-
foot radius. It is rated at 13.96 MPH at an unbalance of 3.0. At Eu 2.2”, 12 MPH
would be the standard limit.

In using 117 curvature to reach the new Track 12 alignment, the curve would

continue north past its current point of tangency. This would allow for a short
tangent and a curve back to the final alignment parallel to track 11.

(LANDOW)
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TRAIN OPERATOR - SPEED MANAGEMENT

The engineer should not move the train faster than the prescribed limits. However,
if he drags the train too slowly, we suffer time losses and capacity losses that are
not tolerable in a high density situation.

The speedometers on the trains are not a good guide in the lower speed ranges.
Some other technique should be provided to assist in proper speed control.

We suggest borrowing a technology from the communications field, specifically
the “moving light” or “Zip” banner. At Times Square and elsewhere, are public
displays in which characters “Zip” along. Our need is not so complex. All we
need is a series of light and dark sections on a row of lights that “move” at the
targeted speed. If we want to move the train at 12 MPH, we move the stripes at
that speed. The engineer avoids “passing” a stripe as this would be an overspeed
condition. However, he can accelerate up to the stripe’s velocity.

The Zip lights would be interlocked with the signals so that they could only
“move” when the route is cleared for the movement and the signal ahead is set to
restricting.

If some routes were operated at 11 MPH and others at 12, the Zip would be
programmed to conform to the appropriate route.

MOVING PASSENGERS AROUND THE LOOP

Two minutes is added to a trip from GCT if the train must go around the loop
before heading North. This is a minor annoyance, but it is not likely to dip into
passenger loads. Market demand will exceed LIRR capacity to GCT in any case.

The NYC RR had no rule against running loaded trains around the loop. It was
not necessary, of course, except in emergencies. On several occasions, the author
has been routed via the loop on a fully loaded rush train when train failures
blocked the normal exit routes.
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LOOP CAPACITY
Speed

The 12-MPH limit on the loop should be restored after the loop is returned to a
state of good repair. The speed rating at 12 MPH is 17.6 feet per second (fps). A
full 12-car train is 1020 feet long. This length takes 58 seconds for a train to pass.

Braking Distance

A standard brake rate for signal design purposes (de-rated conservative figure) is
1.713 fps/s. At 12 MPH it takes 91 feet to stop. Allowing a 8 second reaction time
we travel an additional 141 feet for a total of 232 feet.

Signal spacing can be set for very short blocks if desired. Only two aspects are
expected. These are stop and restricted. Special instructions for the loop would set
the limit at 12 MPH). In this context, a 350 foot signal interval is possible. At a
velocity of 17.6 fps, this takes only 20 seconds to traverse.

Headway Distance and Time

The minimum headway between trains equals the time to pass the train length
plus the time to pass a signal block. This is 78 seconds (58+20). Allowing 5
seconds to establish the next route, we have a total of 83 seconds minimum
headway.

Load Factors

At 24 trains per hour, there is an average headway of 150 seconds per train. With
a minimal requirement of 83 seconds, there is a load factor of only 55%.

If the volume should grow to a full 30 TPH in the future, the average headway
would reduce to 120 seconds. This is a load factor of 69%, a still workable value.
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PLATFORM CAPACITY
The intent is to bring in 24 trains per hour (TPH). Using 6 platform tracks instead
of 10 averages 4 trains per hour per platform track. The resulting 15 minute
headway is more than adequate for the station. It allows a 13 minute “trickle” load
period followed by a 2 minute “headlight/marker” move to refill the track just
vacated.
If the volume were expanded to 30 TPH, the 6 platform tracks would handle 5

TPH on a 12 minute headway. This still allows for a 10-minute load period. In
some cases, this exceeds the time allowed at Penn Station.

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
The efficient use of the loop is the key to an efficient and cost effective design.

The loop can be used at moderate speeds and have a load factor that allows for
reliable operation with normal off-schedule conditions.

Track 117 can be turned into a loop track. It can be super-elevated into track 200.
The remaining 4 stub tracks 13-16 can be deleted from the design.

GCT would run as an all through station for the LIRR. This gives maximum
operating and cost efficiency. No stub operations are needed.

The Park Avenue approach trackage (tracks 1-6) are reduced to only two.
The East River grade to Park Avenue is reduced to 2.2% or better. Grade

reductions are of major benefit (downgrade) by reducing train and block spacing,
thus improving capacity and reliability.

Radical reductions in cost, complexity and construction time will result from
these elements.

(LANDOW)

13



DATA SOURCES

The New York Central Railroad Company, Electric Division

Employee Time Table No. 24
Effective, Sunday, September 26, 1926
Special Instructions, Pages 1-6

Penn Central Transportation Company, Metropolitan Region

Employee Timetable No.6
Effective, Sunday, December 8, 1974
Special Instructions. Page 223, Turnouts, Rule #1157-D1

NYC & HR RR COMPOSITE Plan Tracks and Columns BOTH LEVELS

Grand Central Terminal Improvement New York City
January 15, 1910 Revised 1-14-1914
Scale 30 ft. Issue #11. Scope: 0+00 to E 8+00, N 28+50

This drawing is 30” wide by 8 1/2 f. long. It gives dimensions to 0.001 ft., e.g.,
station 2+38.335. All columns are shown as of the date of revision. Prior revisions
are noted as issues 6-10. This includes Yale Club columns between 44™ and 45",

Columns are coded to show separately those:

Suburban Level base up to Express Track Level

Above Express Track Level

Suburban Level up through Express Level
Similar coding is used to separate independent building columns from those
supporting trackwork.

This drawing has been encoded in a CAD file and used in this study. References
to this source will use the name COMPOSITE.

Similar to NYC & HR RR above. Tracks and Columns

1. SUBURBAN LEVEL

2. EXPRESS LEVEL

Grand Central Terminal Improvement New York City

March 15, 1933

Scale 50 ft.

Dimensions stated are given to 0.001 f.

Track curvature is indicated by degree or radius specification.

Operational & Physical Feasibility Study of Long Island Rail Road Access to
Manbhattan’s East Side

Prepared for the Long Island Rail Road

April 1993

by STV/Seelye Stevenson Value & Knecht
References to this source will use the name STV.
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AUTHOR

Mr. Landow has over 4 decades of railway experience. In the NY region, he worked for
PB/GH on the 1976 study of LIRR entry to GCT. His work related to both the operations
plans and the required infrastructure.

Following the GCT project, he developed the basic concepts for the West Side Yard,
presenting 100 and 40 scale plans to the LIRR President. The MTA then authorized
detailed studies and the project was eventually completed.

At NJT, Mr. Landow developed high-density plans related to the future of Penn Station.
This required studying the operations and needs of all three users at the station.

His experience ranged from the operating department of the DL&W (1956-59) to AVP-
Planning of the IC RR in 1969. He performed operations and economic studies for the
New York Central RR as well as consulting work with Peat Marwick, Bechtel and
Parsons Brinckerhoff on a wide range of projects.

Questions and comments on this proposal are welcomed and should be addressed to:
Herbert T. Landow
2 Bay Club Drive Unit 123
Bayside, NY 11360-2918

(718) 224-9164
e-mail hlandow @ banct.net
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Grand Central Terminal

AND

The

New York Central
Railroad Company

ELECTRIC DIVISION

Time Table No 24

FOR E\[PLOYES ONLY

: ! . I":ﬂ'ect.iv.e 2.00 A.M.
 Sunday, Sept. 26, 1926
' EASTERN STANDARD TIME

Superseding Time Table No. 23A.
dated June 13, 1926.

MILES BRONSON, .
. *Superintendent, Electric Divislon

C. K. BRODHEAD,

. Superintendent, Grand Central Terminal  ~

NBZCK CUMPANY, INC.,, TRINTERS, NEW YORK
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SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

Rules referred to by numbers are the Rules for the Government of the
: Operating Department, unless otherwise specified.
N 2. ’

THIRD RAIL.

Cars that do not clear third rail tell tales must not be run
where there is a third rail.

When emergency requires that power be shut off third rail,
telephone nearest substation, stating what tracks are
aifected and immediately notify train dispatcher. If
pipes carrying transmission cables are involved, the load

dispatcher must be notified promptly.

Power will not be restored until load dispatcher has been
notified by responsible person that it is safe to do so. Load
dispatcher must secure permission from train dispatcher
to restore power if trouble was due to train accident.

If engineman desires power shut off, he will stop and sound
whistle signals prescribed by Special Instruction 14, and
repeat same until power is shut off. Conductor of such
train will iinmediately communicate with nearest sub-
station, load dispatcher or train dispatcher, requesting
power to be shut off tracks affected and asking for other
necessary relief. All employes hearing these whistle
signals must also make immediate request by telephone
to have power shut oif tracks affected. Mlaintainers,
trackmen and other employes must go to point of trouble
promptly and render any assistance possible.

To shchmwer off in Park Ave. tunnel, give cord, sus-

ended from wall on adjacent track, a steady pull frst
rom the west and then from the east, whicg will shut
power off track affected between 56th St. and 110th
St. Asafurther precaution, go to nearest alarm box and
send in a second alarm from the box. These boxes are
located approximately three blocks apart. When cord
is pulled, or when trains are stopped in tunnel because
of loss of power, report must be made at once to train
dispatcher from nearest telephone. Train employes and
others who do work in the tuunel must familiarize them-
selves with location of cords and boxes to which they
are attached. These cords and appliances belonging to
this system must not be tampered with. .

When emergency requires that power be shut off third rail
on any track between 110th St.and Mott Haven Jet.,
third rail switch at Signal Station NK, or at cabin
at east end of Park Ave. Drawbridge will be closed and
held closed 3 seconds. The closing of one of these
switches shuts power off all tracks EE’;zet,ween 110th St.
and Mott Haven Jet. Employes shutting power off
must at once notify Load Dispatcher that third rail
switch has been closed, and the same employe must also
notify Load Dispatcher promptly when it is proper to
have power restored.

When comnmunicating by telephone to have power shut off,
use words ‘‘power emergency,” and when by telegraph,
use numeral ‘21" to obtain circuit. All others using
line must give way at once.

When two or more electric trains have been stopped on the
same track short distances apart, a period of 30 sec-
onds must elapse between the starting of each train.

3. STANDARD CLOCKS.
Croton-on-Hudson...... Passenger station,
Conductors rooms.
Yard building, enginemens room.
Grand Central Term. ...{Station masters office.
Train dispatchers office.
Yard building, yard masters office.

Engine dispatchers office.

Harmon............... {Steam cngﬁxemens room.

High Bridge........... Train masters office.

Mott Haven Yard...... Yard masters office.

Sedgwick Ave.......... Lngine dispatchers office.

White Plains, North Sta.{E“l!me dispatchers office.
6. SIGNS. Yard masters office.

t Stop to receive passengers.

1 Stop to discharge passengers.

o Stop Sunday.

® Stop Saturday.

E Stop to receive passengers Saturday. )

K ‘Stop on signal to reccive or discharge passenzers to and

from Albany ard beyond

u  Stop on signal to receive o discharge passengers to and
from Utica and beyond. .

u Stop on signal to receive or discharge passengers to and
from west of Buffalo.

v Stop to rcceive or discharge passengers from Millerton

and west.
Use Track No. 3 westward or Track No. 4 eastward.
4 Use Track No. 4 westward G. C. T. to Mott Haven Jct.

B Will not carry baggage.
B-2 Will not earry baggage Saturday.
B-3 Carry baggage Sunday only.
Bt Will not carry baggage Sunday.
O Originate at Albany, Sunday.
O-1 Originate at Poughkeepsie, Sunday. .
0O-3 Originate at Mount DPleasant, Sunday, until December
12, 1926; originate at White Plains, No. Sta., Sunday,
after December 12, 1928.
O-4 Originate at White Plains, No. Sta., Sunday.
0-5 Originate at Chatham until Oct. 31, 1926, inclusive, only.
P Will not carry passengers.
P-1 Will carry passcngers between 125th St. and Crotononly.
P-2 Will not carry passengers to or from White Plains, No. Sta.
P33 Will not carry passengers {0 or from White Plains, No. Sta.,
Sunday.
P-4 Willhandle passengersat White Plains, No.Sta, Sundayonly.
P-5 Will handle passengers at White Plains, No. Sta., Sunday
after Dec. 12, 1926.
R Willnotrun Nov. 25, Dec. 25, 1926; Jan. 1, or Feb. 22, 1927.
-1 Will not run Oct. 12, Nov. 2, 1926, or I'eb. 12, 1927.
R-2 Will not run Qctober 12, or November 2, 1926.
R-3 Will not run November 25, 1926, or February 22, 1927.
R-5 Will not run December 26, 1926 or Jan. 2, 1927.
R-6 Will not run January 1, 1927.
R-7 Commence running December 5, 1926.
R-10 Run to October 31, 1926, inclusive, only.
R-11 Run to November 19, 1920, inclusive, only.
R-12 Run to November 20, 1926, inclusive, only.
R-13 Run to November 28, 1926, inclusive, only.
R-15 Run October 16 to October 30, 1926, inclusive, only.
R-17 Run to Chatham only until October 31, 1926, inclusive.
R-18 Run to Mount Pleasant only, Sunday until December 12,
1926. Run to White Plains, No. Sta., only, Sunday,
after December 12, 1926.
19 Run to Peekskill, Saturday.
20 Run to Brewster only, Saturday.
21 Run to Mount Plcasant, Sunday.
-22 Run to Peekskill, Sunday. -
-23 Run to Pawling, Saturday.
T Use Track No. 1 at Signal Station PT.
T-1 Use Track No. 2 at Signal Station PI'.
T-2 Use Track No. 3 at Signal Station DV, Saturday.
T-3 Use Track No. 2 at Signal Station GD.
T-4 Use Track No. 2 at Signal Station OW.
T-6 Use Track No. 4 at Signal Station MO, Sunday.
T-7 Use Track No. 1 at Signal Station U, Sunday.
T-8 Use Track No. 1 at Signal Station MO, Saturday.
T-11 Leave from Track No. 105, Saturday.
T-14 Leave from Track No. 115, Saturday.
T-15 Leave from Track No. 26, Sunday.
T-16 Leave from Track No. 104, Sunday.
T-18 Leave from Track No. 33, Sunday.
T-19 Leave from Track No. 113, Saturday.
T-20 Leave from Track No. 24, Saturday.
T-21 Leave from Track No. 112, Sunday.
T-22 Leave from Track No. 25, Sunday.
T-23 Leave from Track No. 16, Saturday and Sunday.
T-25 Leave from Track No. 103, Saturday.
T-26 Leave from Track No. 114, Saturday.
12. HAND, FLAG AND LAMP SIGNALS.
Grand Central Terminal:
Locomotives of eastward storage trains on Tracks D, I&,
G and H, will be cut off and run around train between
Signal Station U and Signal Station A, when ‘run
around” white light is displayed from following locations:
Track D—On ground at Signal 466.
Track E—On ground at Signal 469.
Track G—On protcction pier at Signal 505.
Track H—On protection pier at Signal 456.

14. WHISTLE SIGNALS.

oS

tevkoe]

Sound Indication

00 — 0 Relief engine required. To be sounded passing
-first 2 signal stations after defect develops.

0——0 Shut power off Track No. 1.

00 —— “ “ - ¢  No.2.

000 —— . “« *  No. 3.

0000 —— . “« & * No. 4.

0— ~—m — “ “a @ “  No. 5.

00— — ¢ a @ ¢ No. 6.

00000 —— ¢ « « N.Y., N.H. &H. tracks.

00 00 Member of crew of MU train go to head

end and nssilst. enginerrl\nn. . hem vi
Rule 14 (1) applies approaching signal stations when view
of trackmen may be obscured by snow. Rule 14 (1) is
modified accordingly. .
Rule 14 (m) does not apnly. This does not affect Rule 14r
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High Bridge:
Rule 14 (1) applies at public grade crossing to MU trains
only. Rule 14 (1) is modified accordingly.

17. HEADLIGHTS.

When rules require the headlight to be displayed, it must
be dimmed while passing through yards where yard
engines are employed; approaching stations at which
stops arc to be made or where trains are receiving or
discharging passengers; approaching train order signals,
junctions, terminals, or meeting points or standing on
main track at meeting points and on two or more tracks

. when approaching trains in the opposite direction.

When making switching movements in yards, the headlight
must be displayed on both ends of electric engines and
MU cars operated under their own power. Rule 17 is
modified accordingly.

East of Spuyten Duyvil and Mount Vernon:

When rules require the headlight to be displayed, electric
headlights must be dimmed at all times.

East of 9Gth St.:

"The headlight will be displayed to the front of every train,
at all times. Rule 17 is modified accordingly.

19. MARKERS.
Trains with rear car not equipped to display markers, as
gcr Rule 19, will display recf flag by day and red light
v night on rear of train.
East of Mott Haven Jct.:

Storage trains will display one red light on rear platform
of rear car or on rear of engine, to indicate rear of train,
at all times. Rule 19 is modified accordingly.

East of 125th St.:

Trains on Track No. 2 (except when having N. Y. C. mul-
tiple unit car on rear) will display northerly marker
on rear platform. Rule 19 is modified accordingly.

East of 96th St.:

Night signals will be displayed on rear of every train, as

markers, at all times. Rule 19 is modified accordingly.

21. EXTRA TRAINS.
LExtra N. Y. C. trains will omit display of white signals
on two or more tracks.

22. ENGINE SIGNALS.
When two or more electric engines are coupled, only the
leading engine will display signals. Rule 22 is modified
accordingly.

34, COMMUNICATION OF SIGNAL INDICATIONS.
Indication of signals day and night will be communicated
as follows: “‘red,” “yellow” or “ green.” When other
than tho top arm. or top light, of an interlocking signal
is “yellow " or " green,” add “middle arm” or ‘'mi dle
light,” or “bottom arm” or ' bottom light,”” as the case
may be. Rule 34 is modified accordingly.

72. SUPERIORITY OF TRAINS.
Between Westchester Ave. and Port Morris:

11.00 r.ar. Saturday until 11.00 p.a. Sunday, Mott
Haven Switch Engine is superior to all trains.

At all other times—DPort Morris Switch Engine is superior

. to all trains.
Between White Plains and White Plains, North Sta.:

Multiple unit car operated for convenience of employes
is superior to all trains on Track No. 5 between cast
end of White Plains station platform and White Plains,
North Station, 4.00 a.n. until 7.00 AL

No’s. 1080 and 1094 are supcrior to all trains on Track
No. 5 between White Plains, North Station, and Sub-
station No. 9 White Plains, 6.30 r.at. until 10.30 r.at.

{ Between Yonkers and Mount St. Vincent:

Yonkers Switch Engine is superior to all trains on Track
No. 6 between hand throw switch to Track No. 4,
Yonkers, and Mount St. Vincent 11.00 r.M. until
7.00 a.M. daily.

83, TRAIN REGISTERS. .

When trains running against the current of traffic by train
order return to track with the current of traffic, conductor
will leave register card with signalman or operator, or if
there be no signalman or operator, with a flagman left
there for that purpose to notify all opposing trains that the
train running against the current of traffic bas arrived.

Van Cortlandt, Putnam Div. trains: .

Where train is not required to stop, conductor may throw
off register card, except when train displays signals for
a scction, conductor must register in person.

83. CLEARING OF TRAINS.

On two or more tracks, trains will be cleared at initial

stations by signal indication.

High Bridge: .
Permission to leave yard must be obtained from sicnalman
at Signal Station MJ before opening wonin track switch.
Mount Vernon:
TWestward trains must reccive permission from signalman
at Signal Station VO before opening main track switch.
White Plains, North Station:
Westward trains must reccive permission from signalman
at Signal Station NW before opening main track switch.
Croton-on-Hudson:
Westward trains must reccive permission from signalman
at Signal Station CD before opening main track switch.
93. YARDS. Limits defined by signs.
Getty Square, west of Kellinger St.
G. C. T., east of 60th St.
Kings Bridge.
Sedmwick Ave., east of 176th St.
V. C. P. Jet.
Passenger traing must be given full ‘protection at all times.
Rule 93 is modified accordingly.

94. DELAYED TRAINS.

Between Mount Vernon and White Plains, North Sta.:
When a train is delayed or disabled so that delay will
result to following trains, the conductor will imme-
diately arrange to flag such trains around on om’)osite
main track : Where possible, authority shou first
be obtained from the Surerintendent; if this is im-
practicable full information must be telegraphed

the Superintendent as soon as possible.

YWhen making movements against current of traffic,
passenger trains and trains following passenger trains
must be held until track is clear to next signa station,
or point where flagman is stationed.

., In making such movements, two flngmen must be
used to ﬁold trains running with the current of traffie,
one at the crossover where diverted trains return
to their proper track, and one o sufficient distance
beyond to stop and notify trains before they reach
such crossover. The conductor in charge must make
his instructions to his flagmen clear and explicit,
in writing if practicable, and flagmen must repeat
the instructions so as to avoid misunderstanding.
Trains must not move over a track so used without

ersonal instructions from the conductor in charge.
Vhere possible, the Superintendent will notify con-
ductors and enginemen of all trains involved of the
conditions, and instruct them to report at a designated
oint to the conductor in charge. If authority has
cen received from the Superintendent for such
movement, normal operation must not be resumed
without his permission: and under any conditions
whenever the obstructed track is ngain in use the
conductor in charge must provide for notice to con-
ductors and enginemen who have been instructed
to report to him and who have not arrived with their
traips at the designated point. Rule 94 is modified
accordingly.

97, WORK EXTRAS.

On double track, or three or more tracks, conductors
of work cxtras must advise Superintendent by wire
before leaving initial station specifying working limits
and must not proceed beyound such limits without
permission from Superintendent. When work is com-
pleted for the day and train clear of main track, con-
ductors must so report.

98, DRAWBRIDGES.

Location Signals
Park Ave.......... ITarlem River........ Interlocking.
Spuyten Duyvil....Harlem River........ Interlocking.

98, SIDINGS. Capacity, based on 43-foot cars
Between Signal Stations: Tracl i o

J rack No. 6, Eastward.... 60

CD and HM......... {Track No. 5, Westward.... 79

CR and HM........... ’l{‘r‘:icdkl N%. 5, We;tward.. .. g{l)
{iddle, Eastward ......-.
PFundcn.........{ liddle, ;

Signal Station: . Middle, Westward.oc...-. 88
PF to Ossining....... Track No. 6, Eastward..... 112
OW...Middle—East- { West of crossover........ 31

ward | East of crossover.......... 72

HS to Greystone..... Track No. 8, Eastward.....
GDto MountSt.Vincent.Track No. 6, Fastward.....
Yard Masters office to hand
throw switch to Track
NOo. 4eveenivsnoronnns 57
Hand throw switch to Track
No. 4 to Mount St.
Vincent ....ocooeeee e
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Spuyten Duyvil........ ls\ﬁdcglle,_fastward ......... 283

outh siding.............. 56

V.C.P.Jet....... oo {North siding. ..., ... 23

Woodlawn............. Middle, Eastward......... 30

White Plains to Signal "

Station NW........, Track No. 5, Westward.... 194
White Plains, North Sta. Track No. 7, Yard B,

Westward.............. 41

99. FLAGMEN.
Between Grand Central Terminal and Woodlawn:
Fuses will not be used. Rule 99 is modified accordingly.

103. PUBLIC GRADE CROSSINGS.
Trainmen must flag trains or engines over the following
crossing:
Croton-on-Hudson................. Track No. 23

106. PASSING TRAINS.
Passenger trains will, if practicable, be moving when passed
by a train on an adjacent track. :
108. WATER STATIONS.
Croton-on-Hudson.
Dobbs Ferry, Tracks No.
3, No. 4.
Getty Square.
Grand Central Terminal,
Tracks No. 63, No. 64, .
No. 83, No. 84.
Harmon.

Port Morris.
Sedgwick Ave.
Tarrytown, Tracks No. 1, No. 2,
No. 3.
Chevrolet Motor Co.,
“Thuck No. 6.
Tuckahoe, main tracks.
armon, Van Cortlandt.

High Bridge. White Plains, North Station,

Kings Bridge main tracks.

Mott Haven Jet. Yonkers.

IExcept when scooping at track pans, engines of freight
trains of more than 25 cars must be detached before
taking water unless, in the judgment of the engineman,
it is unnecessary. Rule 108 is modified accordingly.

108. TRACK PANS Tracks

Croton-on-Hudson................. No. 1, No. 2.

109. BULLETIN BOARDS AND BOOKS.

Croton-on-Hudson....... Rest car.

Conductors rooms.
. Brakemens rooms.

Grand Central Lerminal... { Yd. bldg. conductors room.

: Yd. bldg. enginemens room.
Yd. bidg. train masters office.

Harmon................. Enginemens rooms
Kings Bridge.... ........ Car inspectors car

. . Engine house.
High Bridge............. {Train masters office.
Mott Ilaven Yard........ Yard masters office.
Sedgwick Ave............ { g&%ﬂgﬁ dispatchers office.

IEngine house.
White Plains, North Sta... { Enginemens room.

Yard masters olfice.
Yard masters oflice.

110. DESIGNATION AND USE OF MAIN TRACKS.
Double Track:
Between Signal Station VO and west cnd of division.
Signal Station FFH and Signal Station DV.
Signal Station DV and a point 490 feet east
of Spuyten Duyvil drawbridge.
Signal Station MX and crossover west of
Westchester Ave. freight station.
Tracks are numbered from the south:
No. 2, No. 1.
Tracks will be used as follows:
No. 2, Eastward.
No. 1, Westward.
Between Sedgwick Ave. and Getty Square.
Tracks are numbered from the south:
No. 6, No. 5.
Tracks will be used as follows:
No. 6, Eustward.
No. 5, Westward. .
Three Tracks:
Between Signal Station MO and Signal Station MJ.
Tracks are numbered from the south:
No. 4, No. 2, No. 1.
. Tracks will be used as follows:

No. 4, Eastward—DPassenger.
No. 2, Eastward—Passenger.
No. 1, Westward—Passenger.

Four Tracks:
Between 57th St. and Signal Station VO.
Signal Station MJ and Signal Station I'IT.
Mount St. Vincent and west end of division.

Tracks are numbered from the south:
No. 4, No. 2, No. 1, No. 3.
Tracks will be used as follows:
*No. 4, Eastward—DPassenger.
No. 2, Eastward—Passenger.
No. 1, Westward—Passenger.
No. 3, Westward-—Passenger.
*Between Signal Stations MO and U.
No. 4, Eastward and Westward—Passenger.
Five Tracks:
Between 140th St. and Signal Station MO.
Between Signal Station DV and Mount St. Vincent.
Tracks are nuinbered from the south:
No. 6, No. 4, No. 2y No. 1, No. 3.
Tracks will be used as follows:

No. 6, Eastward—Passenger.
No. 4, Eastward—Passenger.
No. 2, Eastward-—Passenger.
No. 1, Westward—DPassenger.
No. 3, Westward—Dassenger:

221. TRAIN-ORDER SIGNALS.

The home interlocking signal will be operated and observed
as a Train-order signal when neccssary to handle train
orders. \When trains proceed with clewrance card while
“stop’’ is indicated tRey must run to next signal at
slow speed prepared to stop. Rule 221 is modified
accordingly.

Rules 1021 to 1033 inclusive do not apply.

251. MOVEMENT OF TRAINS BY BLOCK SIGNALS.
Between G. C. T, and White Plains North.Station.
Sedgwick Ave. and Getty Square.

Mott Haven Jct. and Croton-on-I{udson.

If train is not in condition to make usual running time,
conductor or engineman must notify signalman.

Trains will run against the current of traftic b block signals,
whose indications will supersede time tngle superiority
and take the place of train orders, as shown below.
When signal cannot be cleared, this movement will be
made only by train order.

Signal Station . Tracks

MOtoKY.............. No. 2, No. 4.

Between KY and MX....No. 2, No. 4, No. 1, No. 3.

MO and MJ.....No. 2, No. 4, No. 1.

FH and DV..... No. 2, No. 1.

CR and H)I.....No. 2, No. 4, No. 1, No. 3.
Signal Stations U and NK:

When signal cannot be cleared for westward movement on
Track No. 4, train will procecd on Track No. 4 only by
train order.

253. TRAINS HAVING WORK IN BLOCK. .

Trains must do no work on hain track ahend of trains
sbout due or overdue without permission from Super-
intendent. Rule D-253 is modified accordingly.

751. TIME SIGNAL STATIONS ARE OPEN. .

Signal stations are open as specified in list of Stations,
Office Calls, Signals and Telephones.

801. INTERLOCKING SIGNALS. : .

Where a passenger train is to be diverted from a main
track over crossover or switch at following locations
or to a siding, the signalman must hold signal in stop
position until train has stopped:

Signal Station Track
CD............s No. 1to No. 3.
HM No. 1. to No. 3, No. 3 to No. 1.
Y 2 S A A A NO. 2 to No' 4.
CR............. No. 1 to No. 3.
GD No. 1 to No. 3, No. 3 to No. 1.
"""""" No. 2 to No. 4, No. 4 to No. 2.
No. 5 to No. 6.
DV No. 5 to No. 1, No. 3 or castwye.
"""""" No. 2 or No. ¢4 to No. 5 or No. G.
No. 6 to No. 5.
BN............. No. 1 to No. 3, No. 2 to No. 4.
KY............. No. 1to No. 3, No. 2 to No. 4.
LI‘{ NO. 1to NO. 3.
herrrrreee No. 2 to No. 4, No. 4 to No. 2.
BG............. No. 1 to No. 3, No. 3 to No. 1.

.............. No. 5 to No. 5 or Putnam Div.

When stopping at si;.r,nu{st:x(iun for relief engine, engineman
will leave room for relief engine to couple on without
blocking track circuit.

1002. AUTOMATIC BLOCK SIGNALS. .

Between 59th St. and White Plains, North Station.

Mott Haven Jet. and Croton-on-ITudson.
Sedgwick Ave. and Getty Square.

APPENDIX A (LANDOW)




Spuyten Duyvil Rock Cut:
If track i8 no
pormal speed, knife swi

100 feet, must be opera
track broken promptly to
indicate “‘Stop; then proceed.”

1002. SWITCI INDICATORS.
Switch indicators for crossove
cate, for the opposite trac
i3 a train approaching.

occupied or if there is
1267. LEAVING CARS ON SIDE TRACKS.
Cars with hot journals must not

close proximity to where gasoline is loaded or unloaded.

1269. OBSTRUCTING PUBLIC CROSSINGS.
Croton-on-Hudson:
Crossing in Track No. 23 must not be obst
5 minutes o
or leave.

. ructed within
f the time trains are scheduled to arrive

t in condition for movement of trains at
tches in boxes, located every
ted, or wire'dn either side of
cause automatic signals to

rs hetween main tracks indi-
k, whether or not block is

be left on any track in

1307. AIR_BRAKES. )

When stopping reight trains of 25 o
or coal, air brakes must be applied by
engine detached unless, in the judgment of the engine-
man, it i3 unnccessary. on a _grade, ha.nd brakes
must be applied to hold train. While taking coal or
water, engine brake must be held applied. Rule 1549

_of the Rules for the Operation and Supervision of Air
Brake, Train Air Signal and Steam Heat Equipment
is modified accordingly.

Harmon and White Plains,

When changing power, engineman W

plied before engine 18 cut off.
Mott Haven Yard:

Conductors of storage trains backing around wye must
use back-up hose equipped with whistle.

Storage trains which regularly go nround wye must have
hose attached before leaving G. C. T Head brakemecn
of other storage traing must take bose from locomotive
to rear cnd of train ns soon as it is known train will
go around wye.

r more cars for water
engineman and

North Station:
ill leave brakes ap-

ido1. SPEED RESTRICTIONS.
Speed restrictions are shown in mi

Pa

les per hour and apply to the entire train

ssenger, mail, express

and milk trains Trains with

Multiple unit Freight Engines light  stemn cranes,
or Steam and .., or except as
electric engine engine  work trains with caboose showa below
East of 57th St..veiiuiieeecerereseonversrennereenes {0 J 20...c0000s 20
Between 57th St. and 96th St........cooeereiieenaeee e 15 JN 35..
96th St. and Mott Haven Jet.........o.ve-n 45, . ieinanas 45..
Mott Haven Jct. and White Plains, North Sta. -7 J 60....000ns
Mott Haven Jet. and Glenwood.............. [ J 60....000n-
Glenwood and Signal Station PF............. BB . i 65, . c0reens
Signal Station PF and Croton-on-Hudson...... 40. . i 40....00nn
Sedéwick Ave.and V.C.P. Jet.......ovvnnne 45. . . . ienns 45. ... c0unn
V. C. P. Jct. and Getty Square............... 40(MU)....... 40......0ns
G. C. T. Electric Crane No. 1
East of 50LhySte. v vuenrnraneroussasnasoconnanaaesoees B eeeeeeeanes
Between 59th St.and 110th St. ... cvneve.cinrereceeenes 25
110th St. and Park Ave. Drawbridge.............. 20
Park Ave. Drawbridge. . ccvovenenceararanansatnranancnes 10
Between Park Ave. Drawbridge and 140th Sb.......oveenees 20
West of T40bh St..evvnrennrnerrineanaecsnenoearanranens 35
Restrictions shown above are modified as follows: .
GENERAL
Circus trains with freight eqUIDPE CATS......vuervnnensrressesessonsensreessessessneeerens s 2T o0 30
Engines running R LR R LR 30
Engines running backward by night over public crossingg......coeaverororarrerreross 15
Engines, Classes B, M and U under steam or being towed..........vune 15
Engines, Classes E-1 and F-3 in PASSenger SerViCe....oooeerronneornoreruorneerrres 35
Engines, Classes F-12 and Fr12A....coreesopoegooepeinetsrnsossroomoe 35
Engines, Classes G-6 and (H-5, N Y. Cland B. & Ay lighte..ovnenerieineermeeness 35
Engines, ClasS Q. c.ovrovrsreneensssnensmnansssnssseseensssnrees sttt it 35
Engines, Class Bl. ... . oouenenrennmnmsaranenesnssanneneeansentreeitot s 45
Freight traing with pUshersa. .. ..o.ueeovnrrenennimneeenemneeenese e 25
OV LrACK PADSe . eueneenearnrorsneenensaseeuenenrinsocears? ol Y 45
Passenger trains with engines, Classes (H-5, N.Y.C.and B. & A) or L 40
Passenger, mail, express and milk trains with freight equip OO CAIT. s v v veenernsaneusasassnsnssosssnsessasuaesrerss 40
Revenue freight trains with cranes moving on their own wﬁeels .................................................. 25
Trains consisting of 50 per cent or more of 55-ton capacity or greater coal cars, Y. [ P 30
Trains with dead engines not having all side or LT TGS .+ v e e senmsnae e sannannssnnssnsnnsessarnenessers nnt st 20
Troop traing with CROIGDE CATB. « + v+ o v sessmeeeemsnennnnsesmn s nssas s am e s se s e e T T T 30
O i wibh 10COMOUIVE CFANES. < «r e vnsesenseceseess s s s st E e T 30
LOCAL
Lower Level 100 ErBCKS.cevvvevvnsnsesoesonnrnssses e soageteemnsssenssssenesseeser s T 6
54th St. to 50th St.. ...cciiiiieieenes Tracks A, B, F and J, SO v P R R R R R R 12
BBLH St veveeeecennrensnonasnnnnn Track No. 2 to No. 1 or No. 3 and Track No. 1to No. 3. .oevvenianionnnens 15
Signal Station NK......oooveeeenes Crossovers, except between Tracks No. 1 and No. 2..cvieienarninnnncnners 30
125th St. SEALIOM. . uussevraeeessonses sonmuunnnssessemnneassesesmzeriater et rrrrmn T 30
132nd St. curve.......ooeevsiseanes R TR R R R R LSRR 25
Park Ave, Drasvbridge «.oeeeeeeerenes saeesinnnaanannseser oo 25
138th St. SERLIOM.. .o seeeronnnnns sonesenssnaeserataararatop st gryy s " 35
137th St. and 140th St.inc......... [ Engilnes, Classes K-2, K-3, I{-11, K41.. é?)
Harlem tracks, cxcept crossovers..........
Mott Havc'B Jet....... ARSI \ Track No. 3 to No. 1, BHATIEm. e v e eeravsoenenasnennsnssessaaneconsneecss 15
Signal Station KY to Signal Station MO, Tracks No. 2and NO. duerriueeranneorsannasseanenses 40
Signal Station BG....-coeveienanes Track No. 4 0 No. 2.0 cu.euinansse ooty e 30
N.Y., N.H. & H. Track No. 1 to N. Y. C. N..2 30
Track No. 2 to NO. 4. . .ooueenouisnsenernes 30
Signal Station JO....ceveveiines ...1 Track No. 3 to N. Y., N. H. & H. R.R.. 30
Track No. 1 to No. 3, east of signal station 20
Track No. 1 to No. 3, west of signal station 30
Signal Station VO .........coovenzne Track No. 2 to No. 4 and Track No. 3 to NO. Lou s eeeevneecassaneaeensones 30
Bridge H48, 4000 feet east of Bronxville. Engines, Classes G-4a, G-6, G46 (H-5, N. Y. C. and B. & A), 1164, K, U and
cars 210,000 1bs. OF MOT@. .. vovvuereaaceeraeerctrross o2 2 20
&
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Bronxville, Tuckahoe, Scarsdale and Hartsdale. To discharge B P P TR T X AL 25
Brldgvﬁ&iﬁgfﬁtf(i%of Scarsdale. Engines, Classes G-4a, G-6, G-46 (H-5, N. Y.C.and B. & A.),

. A cars 210,000 1bS. OF MOT@....ceereoeoaroranrarsscnsnonc s
White Plaing....ceveeeiinaeenneenee s Station curve........... . Ol e .0.? .................................. gg
\White Plains, North Station ........ Track No. 1, reverse curve, 1000 feet east of Signal Station NW 20
. o ; Track No. 2, curve opposite Station. .......eceveerereacoanommenennrensssss 35
Between Signal Station MJ and Signal Station MO, Track No. 4........ccveeenanes e ereeeare e e 20
Between Signal Station MO and 140th St., Track No.6...... SRRSO vee 20
Signal Station MJ..........cooiees . Track No. 1 to No. 3 and Track No. 4 to No. 2..ccevveeneetoneee 30
. ) Trock No. 2 to NO. Louieneiiienronnonseasascesensnparessansronensns? 20
East of High Bridge..........ccoeenn Tracks No. 2 and No. 4, reverse curves at I. R.T. Co. bridge.....covaeevnns 35
Signal Station BN.......oovvunnnnes Track No.3........... e R R R TR LR 35
Signal Station )0 S Y Track No. 3 to No. 1 and Track No. 2to No. 4....ccnvncinnenrnenenenes 30
Signal Station FH and west end of Spuyten Duyvil curve, inclusive......oouueierrnannreerrrerrrerrrrrreertt 30
Spuyten Duyvil........ feeaeeeeea West Wye rDd €aBE WYE.. . oveeeurnononnrtaer ottt 10
Spuyten Duyvil Drawbridge........... Engines, Class (H-5, gl Y. C. and B. & A.) and K-14 with 15,000 gal. tanks. .. 10
Signal Station DV............. e Track No. 4 to No. 2 and Track No. 1 to No. 3. ....ovumeereroreenenreees 30
Between 'e:\st'end Spuyten Duyvil Drawbridge and Signal Station DV, Tracks No. 1 and NO. 2evvveeennnnnnaesenonns 30
Mount St. Vincent to Signal Station DV, Track NG B seeeeeetnessanaeaeanananss e 30
LudloW..coeieeriienrnracnccnnnennns Track No. 6, TEVEISE CUIVE .......oooenensraesepsnp s o artgs oot " 10
Yonkers. .. ooo . iaeeoinnenariinaens Between signals 1504, 1502, 1501, 1503 and west end of island platforms. .... 40
Signal Station GD. .........covienntn CTOSSOVEIS . « v« s e s o vnanonssnsrnnanesasssannssasnssseruuesemerrsssersss 20
SignnlStat_ionHS .................... Croswvers .... 30
Signal Station OW......ooovviienennn Crossovers, except between Tracks No. 1 and No. 2ociveriinnccernnanenees 30
TarrytOWn . ... ioeeeveunnnnsnneees Track No. 4, Main Sb..veeeerineuoeenuorsarsuesanneaeererecrrsererss 30
Signal Station PF.......coocnvnevnnes Crossovers, except between Tracks No. 1 and No. 2..ccecivenanenrreenenns 30
. . ) ) Lngines, Class K-3Q.. .o eerninennnevaszansetoiee 3o e p N0 20

Signal Station CRt. Croton River Bridge { Engines, Class (II-‘?,IET. Y. C.and B. & A.), with 15,000-gal. tank, Tracks No. 1
- P 1 £ T T R R 20
Signal Station IIM . ...oovvveeiinnns Track No. 40 NO. 2.t eviinnenrnennensanaoeannananenerreonesoresness 3c
Signal Station CD......oovenvnineen Track No. 380 NO. L..ouiiiuineeaineueinanernnneennrrmeremerereeresns? 30
Ttast of 57_th b veernnrreriaaaeaans Crossover, switch or slip not shown above....cc.oveevrrerreeermanertrors 13
West of 57th St. ..... Creeveaiesiesees Crossover, switch or slip not shown above. ....veervrereaurerermrersrests 10
VG . et e s 10
V. C. P Jete e Curve immedintely WeSt. ..vueerreneeerirasnsansereseererrroreei? 30
“Waest of V. C. P. Jet., Engines, Class oI L N R 15
Bridge Y4, Lowerre St., L R R 25
Bridge Y6. School Si., 1100 feet west P EIL e 25
West of point 2000 fcet west N 11 T R 15

1402. ENGINE AND CAR RESTRICTIONS.

When engines or cars are cut out because of damage or
defect, they must not be moved over main track except
upon authority from Superintendent.

When electric locomotives assist freight trains hauled by
steam engines, the electric locomotive must be placed at
least 5 cars from steam cngines.

Agents and yard masters must see that steam cranes or
similar machinery and open cars loaded with bridge or
structural iron or similar material, are moved only in
slow freight traing, and know that cquipment and lading
is properly inspected prior to such movement.

Cars weighing 210,000 Ibs. or more must not be operated on
trestles or east of 140th St.

Grand Central Terminal.

Lquipment, except N. Y. C. M. U., Roger ballast, X
series freight cars and steam engincs with 10-foot
whecl base, must not be operated as shown below:

Tracks Between Signals
) £0) PPN 1135 and 1115
102, ieeenernannaons 1137 and 1115
103. . iieecnnnenseons 1138 and 1115

Elecctric locomotives must not be operated on Track
No. 115 between Signals 1111 and 1114,

N. Y., N. H. & I1. electric locomotives of the 0300 scries
must not he operated on Track No. 116 between
Signals 1110 and 1114 and on Track No. 117 between
Signals 1109 and 1114,

Mott Haven Yard.
~ Movements of cquipment must pot be made at the same
time over the following routes:

From Track No. 18 Yard & under 153rd St. bridge
?m{i over crossover from Yard B lead to Yard C
cad.

“On Tracks No. 10 and No. 11 Yard F within 50 fect
of 153rd St. bridge.

Two turnout movements or one straight and one
turnout movement over two opposite slips on
east and west leads at -ntrance to Track No. 5
Yard E. -

On adjacent tracks from Yard B lead to scale track
Yard C and from Yard B lead to Track No. 14
Yard B.

Trom Yard B lead to Track No. 5 Yard C and from
Yard B lead to Track No. 19 Yard B.

V. C. P. Jct. to Getty Square, inc.

Cars 110,000 lbs. or more, except multiple unit cars,
must not be operated.

ENGINES MUST NOT BE OPERATED AS SHOWN BELOW:

asses
Locations (Class ll?rlclsudees B.& A.)
Fast of 06th St............ 40, 1-10, B-55. .
Tast of 137th St.....uvnts K-2, K-3, K-11, I{-41.
East of 140th St......cvev e B-10, B-11, B-56r B-56a,
G-4a, G-8, G46, H,1K-14,
L, M, N, U.
140th St. and White Plains. H-6a double-headed, G-6,
No. Sta., inc. 11-5 and K-14 with 15,000-

gol. tank, L, NE.
Mott Haven yard. All tracks. T-2, I-12, G-6, H-5, 1-10,
except in freight yards. K-2, K-3, K-11.
Tracks Nos. 15, 29. F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10,
K-2, X-3, K-11.
Melrose { Tracks Nos. 19, 33. F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10.
Other tracksexcept. G-6, H-5, I-10.
Nos. 5,7, 9, 11.
Port Morris Branch......... F-2, F-12, G-6, B-5, I-10.
Last of Melrose.
Westchester Ave... ...t K-2, K-3, K-11, R.
Tracks Nos. 31, 33.

Port MOFFiS.. «ovveeeneennes All except B-2, B-10, B-55,
Tracks Nos. 35, 37. c, D, Q.
Port Morris. . .ooevceevn:- R.

Tracks Nos. 22, 27, 28, 31.

Bot. Garden. Bronx Hay... r-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, 1-10,
and Grain Co.Track No. 12a K-2, K-3, K-11.

Botanical Garden. Raymond. G-6, H-5, K-2, K-3 K-11..
coal trestle.

Woodlawn. Schwiers conl... AllL
trestle westerly 75 feet.

Mount Vernon. West Bide.. G-6, H-5, K-2, K-3, X-11.
Coal Co. coal trestle.

Bronxville. Lawrence Park.. G-6, H-5, K-2, X3, K-11.
Co., Track No. 5a.

Tuckahoe. Conlin Co....... P-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10.
Track No. 7. K-2, K-3, K-11, R.

White Plains. Young Bros... G-6, H-5, K-2, K-3, K-1L
conl trestle.

White Plains No. Sta....... F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10.
Track Nos.8,18,19 Yard C.
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Classes
F-2, F-l?, G-6, |H-5, I-10.

All.

Mo¥ris ﬂmﬁgﬂ.‘émp. .

Bldg. Co. Track No. 6a.
Morris Heights. Con. Ship..
'Bldz. Co. Track No. 6d.

Kings Bridge Freight Yard... H-5, I-10.
Kings Bridge Freight Yard.. I-2, F-12, G-6.
471 ft. west end 1'rack No. 41.
Ludlow. Natl. Sugar Re-... All except B2, B-10, B-55,
finery. Tracks No. 8a, 16. , D, Q.
Yonkers. Otis Elevator.... F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, .1-10,
Co. Track No. 13. K-2, K-3, K-11, R.
Glenwood. Power House... F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10,

trestle. Track No. 12. K-2, K-3, K-11, R.
Hastings. American Brass., F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10.
Co. Track No. 14. :

Hastings. Hastings Pave-... F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10,
ment Co. Track No. 16. K-2, K-3, K-11.

Tarrytown. Chevrolet Motor. All except B-2, B-10, B-55,
Co. Tracks No. 8, 10,12, C, D, Q
14, 16, 18.

Ossining. Prison. Track No.. G-6, H-5, I-10, K-2, K-3,
24. K-11.

Ossining. Ossining Chem..
Co. Track No. 30.

East of Signal Station PF... L.
Sig. Sta. CR. Croton River., K-14 with 15,000 gal. tank.

. Il;-z, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10.

Bridge. Tracks No. 1 and L with 15,000 gal. tank.
No. 2.
Harmon. Coal trestle...... F-2, F-12, G-6, H-5, I-10,
K-2, K-3, K-11.
Sedgwick Ave. and......... L, NE.

V. C. P. Jet., inc.

V.C.P. Jet. and...........

. All (including electric en-
Getty Square, inc. i

f)mes) except C-12, D-1a,
-24 single-headed, C-6a.

. Electric and Steam Cranes.
No cranes except G. C. T. No. 1 and X21 will be moved on
main tracks without permission from the Superintendent.

Between 59th St. and 95th St.:
Steam crane X21 must not be operated on Track No. 2.

Between 110th St. and 140th St.:

Cranes G. C. T. No. 1 or X21 may be moved under own
power or may be hauled by steam orelectric locomotive
when 2 cars of moderate weight not heavily loaded
are placed between locomotive and crane, with the
following rostrictions on adjacent tracks:

On drawspan and the 2 westerly approach truss spans
no equipment except M. U. trains, may come abreast
of or pass crane on adjacent track normally operated
in the same direction as the track occupied by the crane,

Between 110th St. and easterly end of drawspan and
between westerly cond of westerly approach truss
span and 140th St., N. Y. C. electric locomotives,
classes S-1, S-2, S-3 and N. Y., N. H. & H. electric
locomotives No. 071, and of the 0300 serics, shall not
come abreast of or pass crane on adjacent track
pormally operated in the same direction as the track
occupied by the crane.

Cranes shall not lift any load on Park Ave. vinduct unless
structure is properly braced and the Division Engincer
or his representative has given authority.

G.C.T.

Cranes G. C. T. No. 1 and X21 must not lift to exceed
25 tons on tracks supported by steel structure unless
Division Engineer or his rcpresentative has given
authority.

Between V. C. P. Jct. and Getty Square:
Cranes G. C. T. No. 1 or X21 must not be operated.

1403. EMERGENCY OPERATION.

In event of irregularity or. accident occurring to a train
which endangers safety of passengers or train, notice must
be given promptly to the engineman who will proceed
with train, if safe to do so, to pearest station or first
opening to street, if necessary to discharge passengers.
ln Park Ave. tunnel, exits to street are located at
50th, 72nd and SGth Sts. On the viaduct, passengers
may descend to street at 110th St. If train is on
descending grade, it may be possible to proceed without
power to points at which passengers may be discharged.

1l necessary to operate a multiple unit train from other than
head car, condu~tor and engineman will com’cr,_ and
be held jointly responsible for safe movement of train, at
speed permitting full control.

1405. SPECIAL USE OF TRACKS.
Harmon: .
Regular movement for traffic over loop track is from
engine house to Signal Station HM. Movements in
opposite direction tnust not be made except under flag
protection.

1406. TELEPHONES. '

Conductor or engineman must use telephones whenever
necessary to facilitate the movement of trains. Instruc-
tions received by telephone must be repeated, and
name and occupation of the ‘emnployes exchanged to
avoid misunderstanding.

Substation telephone circuits are exclusively for the use
of employes in controlling current to third rail and
signal lines, and in train emergency.

1407. ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT.

Electrically propelled trains must not be operated through
water when it is above the top of the runaing rail.

Three or more electric locomotives or electric locomotives
and steam engines coupled must not be moved on main
tracks except upon order of the Superintendent.

If more than 2 electric locomotives are coupled, power
must be used oo 2 only.

When third rail shoes are broken off, shoe fuses over broken
shoes must be removed.

When overhead shoes are broken off, train or locomotive
must come to a stop immediately and remove broken
parts from track and train.

If emergency button of master controller on MU car
is inoperative and car cannot be cut out, an employe
must be assigned to ride with engineman. .

West of 56th St.:

The cut-out cock in air pipe leading to overhead shoe
on electric locomotives must be closed when not in
use.

MILES BRONSON, Superintendent, Electric Division.

C. K. BRODHEAD, {
E. L. GOLDEN, {

Superintendent, Grand Central Terminal,
Asst. Superintendent, Electric Division.

Asst. Superintendent, Grand Central Terminal,
Train Master, Electric Division.

DAVID HUGIIES, Train Master, Grand Central Terminal. W. T. KILFOIL

W. WEAVER Train Master

J. P. FLANIGAN Train Master }E'“"“’ Division.

g’- . g_' é}g‘ﬁAN Chief Train Dispatchers.

F. N. De CAMP
W. C. ROYER, Asst. Chlef Train Dispatcher.

R. STONE

A. J. HEMPSTEAD
A. P. SWITZER

J. J. BURNS

W. TUCKER

C. P. JOHNSON
S. STECKER

Train Dispatchers.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A new station is proposed serving both MNRR and LIRR trains.

All trains would stop at Park and 55", one half-mile north of GCT, before
finishing their trip.

The time saved for riders destined into the 50°s is 10 minutes per one way trip.
The station would attract 35% of the GCT market. (Page 2)

The net value of the time saved is $123 M/ year. (Page 10)

The project cost is estimated at $800 M, annualized to $48 M / year.

Payback would occur in 6.5 years (800 / 123).

The net time value exceeds the cost by a factor of 2.56 (123/48).

The station has 12 tracks (6 on each of two levels).
A station concourse between the levels provides 3 acres of station space.

No visible signs exist of the station along Park Avenue. Entrances are on the side
streets.

The station can handle 144 trains per hour on its 12 tracks with a S minute
headway per track. (12 * 60/ 5).

Passengers would arrive and depart closer to their true destinations.

Excessive densities at GCT would diminish.

(LANDOW)



AUTHOR

Mr. Landow has over 4 decades of railway experience. In the NY region, he worked for
PB/GH on the 1976 study of LIRR entry to GCT. His work related to both the operations
plans and the required infrastructure.

In November 1999 he submitted a report to the LIRR, “More Than You Ever Wanted To
Know About The Grand Central Loop Tracks”. It provides detailed engineering and
historical evidence supporting full usage of the lower level loop tracks by the LIRR.

Following the 1976 GCT project, he developed the basic concepts for the West Side Yard,
presenting 100 and 40 scale plans to the LIRR President. The MTA then authorized
detailed studies and the project was eventually completed.

At NJT, Mr. Landow developed high-density signaling and operating plans related to the
future of Penn Station. This required studying the operations and needs of all three users
at the station.

His experience ranged from the operating department of the DL&W (1956-59) to AVP-
Planning of the IC RR in 1969. He performed operations and economic studies for the
New York Central RR as well as consulting work with Peat Marwick, Bechtel and
Parsons Brinckerhoff on a wide range of projects.

Questions and comments on this proposal are welcomed and should be addressed to:
Herbert T. Landow
2 Bay Club Drive Unit 123
Bayside, NY 11360-2918

(718) 224-9164
e-mail hlandow @ banet.nct
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INTRODUCTION

Like other cities in the world, we wish to make our rail suburban services more
closely linked to the urban core.

Paris and London have been in the forefront of this effort. New York has
opportunities in this respect. One such opportunity is described here.

PROPOSAL

We propose to split the east midtown area into two zones. One is GCT. The other
is a half-mile north of GCT on Park Avenue. GCT trains center on 45th street. We
propose a new stop centered on 55" street. It is termed Park55 in this report. The
10 block interval is one half mile, a critical break point in walking distance for a
busy commuter.

The new station would be underground. At the street surface, there would be few
visible signs of its presence. Access from the street would be through entrances on
the side streets.

The overall objective is to minimize the commute time of the customer who has a
destination in the 50’s. The walk/subway time from station to office would be
reduced. The service would also reduce the travel time by 4 minutes per one way
trip. Hopefully, the easy access to corporate headquarters in this zone would
reduce the impetus to relocate to outer suburban towns. Overall, commuting time
may reduce by 20 minutes per day.

SERVICE TARGET

Both MNRR and the LIRR would be served. All trains going to/from GCT would
stop at the new station.

The station would be 1020 feet long (about four blocks). It would stretch from

53rd to 57th streets. Underground passageways would extend the pedestrian limit
to 59" street and east/west toward Madison and Lexington Avenues.

(LANDoW)



TRAFFIC VOLUMES

After expanding for long term growth (2020), the momning rush hour would

involve:

MNRR Inbound 60 trains @ 900 passengers per train = 54,000
LIRR Inbound 25 trains @ 1500 passengers per train = 37,500
Total Inbound 85 Trains 91,500
MNRR Outbound 25 trains @ 200 passengers pertrain = 5,000
LIRR Outbound 25 trains @ 200 passengers pertrain = 5,000
Total Outbound 50 trains 10,000
Total In + Outbound 135 Trains 101,500

For a three-hour rush period these numbers would be doubled to 203,000.

For daily weekday, the totals would add another 50%, for a total of 304,500 per
day.

TRAFFIC SPLIT

The volumes above apply to all GCT trains. However, with the new Park55
station, the passenger volumes would be split between the two stations. The traffic
split varies between the railroads due to their differing circumstances. A rough
estimate of the rush hour split is as follows:

MNRR - Final Destination in Manhattan

To Lower Manhattan 25%
To Midtown - South of 48" Street 40%
To Midtown - North of 48 Street 35%

This allocates 65% to GCT and 35% to Park55. The split at 48th street reflects the
shorter customer trip time with the Park55 station, thereby biasing the zone split
to the south from 50" street.

(LANDOW)



LIRR - Destinations in Manhattan

The customer’s timing preferences may compel a choice of train, quite
apart from the question of terminal location. Therefore, some lower
Manhattan bound commuters may opt for GCT. In addition, some riders
destined for points north of 40™ street may prefer PSNY.

Penn Station

Penn Station (PSNY) would continue in service, although with somewhat
shorter trains. A split (after Park55 is built) may be:

PSNY-- To Lower Manhattan 30%
PSNY -- To Midtown - South of 40™ Street 50%
PSNY -- To Midtown - North of 40" Street 20%
GCT and Parkss

For The GCT and ParkS5S5 stations, we estimate a split as follows:

GCT - IRT 15%
GCT - To Midtown- South of 48" Street 45%
Park55- To Midtown - North of 48™ Street 35%
Other 5%

This allocates 60% to GCT and 35% to Park55. These estimates are slight
variations on the PB/GH 1976 study of GCT. A copy of that estimate
follows. The 5% to points west of 5™ and 5% east of 2™ are split between
GCT and Park5S. In the 24 years since the report, more development has
occurred in the 50’s than the 40’s. Therefore, we can expect to shift the
50’s estimate upward. In addition, the concept of a station at 55% pulls the
Zonel2/13 split from 50" to 48™ The shorter trip time at 55™ favors its
use for mid zone destinations.

3 (LANDOW)



Source: Grand Central Alternative
Long Island Rail Road East Midtown Terminal
October 15, 1976
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PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT

The impact of the new station is very significant. At GCT, the LIRR station area
needs diminish. While the train volume at GCT is not effected, the pedestrian
flows at GCT are reduced by 35%.

This largely eliminates concerns about overcrowding at GCT after LIRR entry. It
disperses the crowds more efficiently over the full street grid of Midtown.

The reduction in pedestrian density will be visible both within GCT and on the
street grid. The only increase in street pedestrian density will be the flows from
the ParkS5 station in the 50’s. By Manhattan standards, this area has only
moderate density. Much of this is GCT related and will be redirected to a more
east - west axis. The multiple entry points (53" — 59") will disperse the volume
instead of concentrating it.

Subway crowding will diminish as well. Fewer short haul subway trips will occur
between the 40°’s and 50’s. More walking to final destination will occur as more
destinations are viewed as “walk-able”.

TRAIN HANDLING CAPACITY

No discussion of a station in this location would make sense if it had no capacity
to handle the large volume of trains involved. All platforms are designed for 12
car trains.

MNRR has a 4-track system under Park Avenue. The LIRR approach from the
East River complex has two more tracks. Therefore, 6 lines of flow exist to the

new station. The traffic density in trains per hour (TPH) is 20-30 on each line. At
24 TPH per track, this yields 144 trains per hour. We propose to handle the

volume on 12 station tracks, averaging 12 TPH on each track. This offers a 5-
minute headway in the peak period per platform track.

In effect, each line of flow (6) has two platform tracks. A train can stop and dwell
while the following train is approaching an adjacent but empty platform track.
This ensures that a “following” train will find platform space and favorable
approach signals. No delays will result from any limits on station size or track
availability. The MNRR is assigned 8 tracks and the LIRR 4 tracks. This is in
proportion to the approach trackage ratio.

The station design will allow the trains to load passengers from Park55 within 2

minutes. This is well within the design criteria. A more detailed discussion of this
will be found under “Loading Process” below.

(LANTOW)
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SITE DIMENSIONS w’

The Park Avenue site is unusual among the Avenues in its width. At 140 feet, it is
the widest in the city. This dates from the mid 19" century and heavy rail use.

The 140° distance is measured from building line to building line. This space
limitation requires that the station split its 12 tracks among two levels. Each level
has three island platforms. (See cover) The spacing details are in a separate
section below. The proposed platforms are 20 feet wide.

Each of the three platforms is in a separate construction bay. On the outer
periphery are columns adjacent to the existing building line. On the interior of the
system, there are two other column lines. These divide the area into three parallel
segments,

At the moment, the area is filled by 10 MNRR tracks in the “U” Tower zone. This
is replaced this six tracks and three platforms. The cross section of the station
follows.

STATION DESIGN

The concourse is placed between an upper and lower track level. Circulation to all
platforms is from the concourse. Street access comes directly to the concourse.

The station pedestrian concourse has 130,000 square feet of space. This huge
three-acre space has generous room for the crowds expected. It is partially
occupied by shafts for vertical circulation, ticket offices, service facilities, and
commercial space. The commercial space should be very valuable as 107,000
persons should pass by twice a day. Placed along the outer walls of the concourse,
about 17,000 square feet should be available for retail services.

VERTICAL CIRCULATION

Platform Access
Vertical circulation to each platform is by 5 stairways, 5 escalators and one
elevator. There is approximately one vertical line of flow for each car in the train.

Street Access

The concourse, in turn, has access to the street via a network of stairs and
escalators at each cross street. This is replicated on each side of Park Avenue. For
five cross streets (53-57), we have 10 exit systems. Each of these, in turn, has 3
units (2 escalators and a stair) from the concourse. At a mid-level to the street,
this triple flow splits into 2 escalators and 2 stairs. Of these 4 units, two connect to
the north side and two to the south side of the street.

5 (LANDIW )
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PURCHASE OF SPACE w

The sidewalks are too narrow on the side streets to create entrance kiosks. The
entry system must be within the building and have exit doors to the sidewalk.

Space within a building has commercial value. The MTA must purchase its space
as part of the capital budget for the project. Income from the retail stores on the
concourse will help offset the cost of space used at the street.

The vertical flow system has a mezzanine below street level. This projects to the
inside of the building at a basement level. A 15° penetration is all that is needed.
The customer then enters a stair/escalator that parallels the side street and rises to
street level. This takes up about 30° of space at street level. This forms an area of
450 sq.ft. in the prime retail area of the main floor.

The exact design would vary in accordance with each buildings unique
characteristics. The owner may benefit by advertising direct lobby access without
going outside. In this case, a door into the lobby can be provided. Alternatively, if
the owner prefers to isolate his building from the station passenger flow, only a
street exit door will be provided.

ADA ACCESS

Two ADA entrances are planned for the station. They are at 56™ street on the
opposite sides of Park Avenue. This avoids the need to cross Park Avenue.

Elevators are provided between the concourse and street level. Once on the
concourse, other elevators provide a linkage to the 6 platforms and 12 tracks.
Advance posting of track assignments will enable users to position themselves to
the correct platform elevator in time for the train’s arrival.

EMERGENCY EGRESS

Platform Clearing
If two fully loaded trains were in the station simultaneously (3000 passengers),
the 10 lines of escape would clear the platform within 4 minutes.

Concourse Clearing

There are 10 exit systems to the street. Each has 3 lines of flow. These 30 exit
lines are supplemented by routes to the platforms. These too can act as an
emergency refuge. These are 60 such exits (6 platforms at 10 each).

In all cases, the concourse can be cleared rapidly and safely despite its large size.
The 90 lines of flow provide extraordinary egress capability.

6 (LANTOW))
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LOWER LEVEL PLATFORMS

The center platform is for MNRR use. It is positioned to the south in comparison
with the platforms. This is due to the need for a grade on the north end to cross
the BMT.

The outer two platforms are for the LIRR. Each connects to a 63" street tunnel
track.

All three platforms have 10 lines of egress. In addition, an elevator links the
concourse and platform near 55" street. Platform length is set for 12 car trains.

UPPER LEVEL PLATFORMS
These platforms are all for MNRR use. Platform length is set for 12 car trains.

All three platforms have 10 lines of egress. These are 5 escalators and 5 stairways.
In addition, an elevator links the concourse and platform near 55" street.

UNLOADING PROCESS

Trains arriving from the suburban regions unload in a “surge”. That is, as fast as
they can de-board, they do so. Using the M-1 class as a model, we note that a full
car can unload 80% of its passengers in 60 seconds. The entire car can be empty
in two minutes. This lag for the last 20% reflects the fact that some customers
know that they are going to queue up on the platform for a while. They ask,
“what’s the rush”.

At Park55, 35% of the riders will get off. The balance remain to GCT. By
allowing 2 minutes for the surge unload, we are allowing plenty of time for some
customers to maneuver past others. Of 125 persons per car, 44 will get off, At two
doors per car, this will average only 22 per door. This will often be done in less
than one minute. With a five-minute average headway, it is clear that no delay
will accrue from the unloading.

Access to the concourse will be by 10 paths. They stretch out over the 1020-foot
platforms and offer almost one path per rail car. Unlike most stations in the world,
the vertical flow will not create a queue of any note. At 60 passengers per minute
(PPM) the egress of the 600 passengers would take 60 seconds. This is faster than
the unload of the rail car itself.

(LANDOW)
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LOADING PROCESS

For planning purposes, we will assume a design for 40% of the trainload, not
35%.

The opposite of a surge load, is the “trickle” load. This occurs when the train has
sufficient time at origin to “just sit there” and wait. GCT is famous for this insofar
as a huge track network exists to accommodate it.

At Park55, only 12 tracks exist in the midst of a major flow. We must board up to
40% of the customers and yet operate a 5-minute average headway per track.

In the evening rush period, the customers arrive several minutes in advance of
their train time. This allows for unforeseen delays and ensures a departure as
planned. However, to arrive “too early” is seen as a waste of valuable time. Thus,
the pre-departure curve of persons arriving before train time starts to develop 10-
15 minutes before that time.

For the LIRR, 600 customers must accumulate (40% of 1500). The large waiting
area of the 3-acre concourse holds these persons without undue crowding. A train
is not announced for a track until after the prior train has departed. Despite good
platform size, waiting on the platform is discouraged.

The 600 customers can get to the platform over 10 lines of flow. This should take
about 1 minute, less than the train replacement time. They start to move to the
platform when the prior trains starts to pull out. They will all be on the platform
by the time their train has arrived.

With 12 cars and 24 doors, the 600 passengers will average 25 persons per door.
This is obviously not a problem. Even with other passengers already on board, it
should take about 90 seconds to load and be ready to move out.

Thus, the arrival of passengers from the street grid to the concourse is a “trickle”

load. The movement to the platform and onto the train is a “surge” load. Train
dwell is minimal (2 minute max).

. CLANTDOW)



GCT - NORTH END ACCESS..

The MNRR recently opened the North End Access (NEA) corridor system. It
extends street access points as far north as to 47"/Madison and 48"/Park. It is a
beautiful and useful addition to GCT.

The question arises as to whether this corridor system replaces the need for the
ParkS5 station. Our view is in the negative. The new corridors correct the
“reverse” walk penalty for a northbound customer. Nevertheless, his walk still
begins at the train stopping location. Also, if a passenger’s car is north of the
NEA entry point, a “reverse walk” is still required.

GCT: The trains stopping location at GCT varies by train length and track
location. Street position is given in decimal notation. For example, a location 20%
north of 44™ toward 45™ will be noted as 44.2

Upper Level: The south end is at 43.5. Maximum train length is 3.9
blocks at 12 cars. Average train length is 8 cars (2.6 blocks) which centers
at 44.8.The NEA entry point is at 46.8. Four of the 29 tracks enter at 46.1.

Lower Level: The lower level trains center close to 44™ street. The NEA
entry point to the 45" street cross-passage is located at 44.7. The south end
of these trains is near 43™ (42.9-43. ).

ParkS5: At the Park55 station, the platforms extend:

Upper Level MNRR 53.0-56.9 Av. 55.0 N 28+30 to N 38+50
Lower Level MNRR 53.1-57.0 Av. 55.1 N 28+70 to N 38+90
LIRR 53.6-57.5 Av.556 N 30+00 to N 40+20

The center of the system is at 55.3. For the LIRR 12 car trains expected,
the center is at 55.6. For the MNRR, the train center would be at 55.1 The
composite of these figures suggests a mid-value at 55.3.

Result:

In sum, there is a half-mile (10 blocks) between the train centers at GCT
and ParkS5S5.

The customer will see ParkSS as a shorter train journey (trip time) than
GCT. It will save 4 minutes per trip. In addition, the walking time to the
building destination will be shorter. At 6 minutes saved, this is 10 minutes
each way, or 20 minutes per day. This saving is the value basis of the
project.

9 (LANDOW)
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VALUE OF TIME SAVINGS

The one way ridership was estimated on page 2. The data can be converted to an
annual basis and translated into dollar values. This must be done for any major
project to test its economic worth.

1. One way, daily ridership, page 2 304,500

2. Mon-Friday #1*5 1,522,500

3. Weekend day @ 15% of weekday 45,675

4. Weekend #3*2 91,350

5. Total Per Week #2 + #4 1,613,850

6. Total Per Year, Trips #5 * 52 83,920,200

7. Ridership to Park55 @35% * #6 29,372,070

8. Hours saved at 20 min #7 * 1/3hr 9,790,690 hrs.

9. Ridership to GCT @ 65% * #6 54,548,130

10. Hours lost from P55 delay, 4 min #9 * 1/15hr 3,636,542 hrs.
11. Net Hours Saved/Yr. #8 - #10 6,154,148 hrs/year
12. Time Value @$20/Hr * # 11 123,082,960 $/year
13. Payback @Project cost $800M / #12 6.5 years

14. Project cost/year * CRF 6%, 50 years 48,000,000 $/year
15. Ratio Value / Cost/year #12/#14 2.56

16. Ticket Price Increase to cover costs/year

#14 / #6 $.572 round trip
17 Ticket Price Increase per one way #16/2 $.286 each way
18 Ticket Price Increase per monthly ticket

#14/#6* 20 $11.44 per month
19 Percent Increase re Average Monthly @150/mo

#18 /8150 * 100 7.63%

10 (LANDOWY



COMPATIBILITY WItH OTHER PROJECTS

ESA
There are now several planning versions of the ESA project. These include:

1. STV 1993 Report Madison Ave Yards, Tracks 7-16
Involves Partial Use of the loop

2. Deep rock chamber

3. Full use of the loop tracks,
Involves six through tracks 7-12
Entry on “I, exit on “A” slot
Saves 5700 ft of tunnels

The last item is a recent suggestion submitted to the LIRR in November 1999. It
is fully and totally compatible with the Park$s concept.

While Park55 can be modified to some extent, there are some basic limits. For
example, it is not compatible with item #1 above. This is because #1 has a two
level approach track system in the 50’s. This is required because of the failure to
use the loop for all trains. This Causes some trains to come east against the
westbound flow. The numerous route conflicts are resolved with a flyover, The
Park55 uses the same space for the station itself,

The Deep rock concept is a stub end concept. This will cause similar problems in
the approach. This will use the Same space, making it impossible to stop a train in
the 50’s.

In conclusion, full use of the loop reserves room for the Park55 station.

ARC

Numerous ARC proposals are under study. Most involve a tunnel network
between GCT and Penn Station.

Through operations at GCT are inherently compatible with the Park55 concept.
IfNJT comes to GCT, turns and returns to Penn, it will fail to take passengers into
the 50’s. Given the passenger interest in this market, this would be a major
failure. ‘

CONCLUSION

Park55 is fully compatible with both loop and through plans. It is not compatible
with plans that use the same space (53 —57™) for other functions.

1 (LANDOW)



EAST / WEST ALIGNMENT WITHIN THE PARKS55 STATION

GENERAL
In order to lay out a preliminary plan, it was necessary to make certain
assumptions as to the space allocation within the project area.

COLUMNS

There are 3 bays within the station. Four lines of columns on a north/south axis
define these. The columns are assumed to be 20’ apart. An excavation of 30’
below the existing grade is needed. This is 233,000 cubic yards of rock in the
project area.

All columns are positioned on the East line of the GCT grid as follows:

1. West side of Park Ave E 4+82.75
2. Between west and center bay E 5+27.5
3. Between center and east bay E 5+72.5
4. East side of Park Avenue E 6+17.25

The west side building line is at E 4+80. The inner face of the wall is at E 4+83.5.
The east side building line is at E 6+20. The inner face of the wall is at E 6+16.5.

The wall must be supported as the area is excavated for the station and lower level
tracks. Latter studies will determine the final width of the lower level. If the space
is narrowed, it will narrow the platforms a bit from their intended 20-foot width.

Column width was assumed to be 18” at the wall, effectively placing the inner
edge at the existing wall face. In the middle of the station (items 2,3 above) the
column width was assumed to be 2°. Clearances between the column face and the
vehicles were set at 1 foot.

TRACK CENTERS
The six tracks on each level have centers as follows:

1. E 4+89.75
2. E 5+20.25
3. E 5+34.75
4. E 5+65.25
3. E 5+79.75

6. E 6+10.25

Car width is assumed as 10°6” above the platform. Width at platform height is
assumed to be 10°.

2 (LANDOW)



PLATFORM ALIGNMENT

Platform lines on the west, center and east side of the platform are:

West Center East
1. West Platform E 4+95 E 5+05 E 5+15
2. Center Platform E 5+40 E 5+50 E 5+60
5+50 = Park Ave centerline
3. East Platform E 5+85 E 5+95 E 6+05

ELEVATIONS WITHIN THE STATION

The street level changes as one moves nortl/south. The elevation is 46.8° at 55t
street. To simplify the discussion, we will focus on the elevations at this cross
street. Rail elevations are defined at the top of rail.

The upper level trackage is essentially on the same elevation as the “U” Tower
trackage. It is at Elev. 25.8 at 55 street. Both the street and upper level track are
on subtle gradients.

The station ceiling (interior finish) is set 5° below the upper level track. (20.8)

The station interior height is 8°. While not generous, it may suffice in this tightly
packed context. Therefore, the floor is at 12.8. Only 1 foot is allowed for the
floor structure. This places the upper clearance line for the lower deck trains at
11.8.

The criteria used for rail vertical clearance was 16°. This places the lower track at
—4.2. The platform at 4’ height is at elevation —0.2.

The 16’ clearance is to the GCT standard as constructed. It allows for catenary if
needed and bilevel cars on Metro North. The LIRR fleet cannot use such
clearances into GCT because of the limited vertical clearance in the East River
Tunnel.

13 (LANDOW)



GENERAL ROUTE PROFILE

The upper level track profile matches the current track. This creates a saucer
shaped profile with the low spot near 55 street. A detail of the entire profile is
available from the author. It uses a 50 scale horizontal and 10 scale vertical axis.

The lower track level is more complex than the upper level. The MNRR and
LIRR are on a different profile. The two LIRR tracks are on a 1% grade. This is
the same grade used by MNRR in the arrival station of GCT (tracks 38-42). The
use of this grade helps the LIRR to descend to the East River (elev.-95.07 at
Sta.77+19) while not placing the station itself on a 2% grade. The average to the
East River would be 1.95% without the 1% grade segment proposed. The result is
a final grade to the East river of 2.246%.

The LIRR rail elevation is —1.5 at Sta. N 30+00. It moves down to the North on
the 1% grade. At Sta. N 40+00 the elevation is —11.5. However, the later point is a
PVI on a vertical curve leading into the final 2.2% grade.

The MNRR platform parallels the upper level track, maintaining the internal
clearances described earlier regarding overall heights, station clearances etc. At
station N 38+63, elevation —2.85, the profile changes. This point is a PVI for the
vertical curve needed to lift the track to the north and over the BMT subway at
60"™ street. A 3% grade is used for this purpose.

The concourse floor follows the profile required by the MNRR. This increases the
escalator/stair depth from the concourse floor to the LIRR platforms that continue
to descend to the north. At Sta, N 38+50 at 7-foot elevation differential has
developed.

The design can be modified in terms of which platforms on the lower level serve
which railroads. Depending on the matching plan for GCT services, the LIRR
could be on the two west or two east platforms instead of the side platforms.
However, this is an issue that should be decided early in the planning process, as
it effects the tunnel alignments and other fundamental issues.

: (LixNvow)



INTERLOCKING CONNECTIONS
North End

Exhibits follow which illustrate the north end approach track arrangements.
MNRR numbering of the main tracks are used here. The sequence is 4,2,1,3 from
west to east. The new tracks in the station are:

Lower Level A-D
Upper Level 11,22,33,44,55,66

The first exhibit describes a shift from the MNRR 4-track main line to six tracks.
This occurs between 63™ and 61*. The two extra tracks (C&D) are destined for
the lower level at the station. The turnouts are drawn as #15. An upgrade to #20
would probably be advisable.

South of the BMT at 60", tracks C&D descend a 3% grade into the station. The
second exhibit shows the lower level. A #8 crossover is shown between C&D.
This allows either track to reach any of the mains 4,2,1,3.

The LIRR approach is very simple. The inbound track splits to form tracks A&B.
The LIRR north approach is designed for 30 MPH. Radius values are 1720".
Tracks E&F are for outbound LIRR trains. The geometry is symmetrical to A&B.

The third exhibit shows the upper level approach. Curve radii are set at 500°. The
interlocking is compressed between the platforms and the need to clear the C&D
tracks rising from the lower level. The operational flexibility sought is obtained
by using some equilateral and lap turnouts. Each main (4,2,1,3) can reach any of 3
platform tracks. This is detailed on the exhibit.

South End

On the upper level one must connect the ParkSS tracks 11-66 to the existing
layout. There are 6 ladders now in position on the upper level. (C,D.E G,H,I).
The old ladders to the lower level (A,B,F,J) are replaced. Thus, any of 10 slots
could be used.

The lower level Park55 tracks (A-D) also have numerous connection options.
They are complicated by the various column lines now in place.

The connection options are too numerous to discuss here. Studies of the situation
indicate, however, that the connections are very readily made.
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DATA SOURCES

e NYC& HRRR COMPOSITE Plan Tracks and Columns BOTH LEVELS
Grand Central Terminal Improvement New York City
January 15, 1910 Revised 1-14-1914
Scale 30 ft. Issue #11. Scope: 0+00 to E 8+00, N 28+50

This drawing is 30" wide by 8 1/2 ft. long. It gives dimensions to 0.001 ft., e.g.,
station 2+38.335. All columns are shown as of the date of revision. Prior revisions
are noted as issues 6-10. This includes Yale Club columns between 44™ and 45™.

Columns are coded to show separately those:

Suburban Level base up to Express Track Level

Above Express Track Level

Suburban Level up through Express Level
Similar coding is used to separate independent building columns from those
supporting trackwork.

This drawing has been encoded in a CAD file and used in this study. References
to this source will use the name COMPOSITE.

e Similar to NYC & HR RR above. Tracks and Columns in 2 drawings:
1. EXPRESS LEVEL
2. SUBURBAN LEVEL
Grand Central Terminal Improvement New York City
March 15, 1933
Scale 50 ft
Covers issues 8-19. Issue 12 here is equivalent to issue 9 above.
Dimensions stated are given to 0.001 ft.
Track curvature is indicated by degree or radius specification.

¢ Grand Central Alternative
Long Island Rail Road East Midtown Terminal
October 15, 1976
By PBQ&D / G&H for the MTA
References to this source will use the name PB/GH.

e Operational & Physical Feasibility Study of Long Island Rail Road Access to
Manhattan’s East Side

Prepared for the Long Island Rail Road

April 1993

by STV/Seelye Stevenson Value & Knecht
References to this source will use the name STV.

(LAWDOW)
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AT

e Submission to Public Hearing

June 15, 2000

One very important and
significant drawing ----- >
has been ( purposefully ? )
omitted from this DEIS.

LIRR trains were
first assigned to
the Lower Level

of Grand Central.

Under Option 1, located one \\.
level below, 65 feet down. —]

Under Option 2, located in a cavern
blasted out of rock, 125 feet down.\

On page S-10 of the Executive Summary of the DEIS
"the distance from platform to street (for LIRR
trains terminating at Grand Central) would be
less under Option 1 - 65 feet as compared to
125 feet under Option 2."

Yet, "Option 2 is the preferred option.” (page 9)

It seems likely that the reason why the above drawing

has been ( purposefully ? ) omitted from this DEIS is to

bury, almost unnoticeably, in the text that the LIRR
trains will be in Grand Central even lower than the

Lower Level by an astounding 60 additional feet of

vertical distance !
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Page S-8 states,

"Option 2 . . . would construct a new LIRR

station beneath the lower level of GCT."
Those words, "beneath the lower level of GCT" carry
an ominous tone of their own. The Lower Level of
Grand Central has second-class status, is used mainly
only during the peak periods. Should the new LIRR
service to Grand Central be assigned at all times to a
level even lower ? Those words might also convey to
many people an impression that, for Option 2, the
"new LIRR station” would be immediately "beneath
the lower level of GCT." Civil engineers know that a
vast cavern could not be blasted out of rock directly
below an existing structure; that would require a cover
of about 40 feet of rock as specified here.

Page S-10 assures that escalators (not elevators) will
be provided. But even so

Escalators from a depth of 125 feet is equivalent to
traveling by escalators up to the 12th floor of a building !

In department stores, many people who use escalators
to go up or down a few floors find that it's a slow way
to travel. Is there any place in the world where people
ride escalators up or down 12 floors ?

Is there any place in the world where a transit platform
is 125 feet below the street 7 I have seen the long
bank of scealaters (o PATH ar Weorld Trade Center,
also in Washington, London, Moscow, Tokyo; none
of those are as deep as 125 feet.

In this case, entire trainloads of commuters will empty
at the station. Depending upon how many escalators
are on each platform, the back-up and the time for
passengers to reach the surface could be horrendous.

Not infrequently an MTA escalator is out-of-service as
has been the case for quite a while now at the Flushing
line platform at Grand Central. (That platform is deep
down but not nearly as deep as 125 feet.)

Even from that very deep-down platform, many people
use the stairs even when the escalator is operating. But

to climb ctairg up to the 12¢4 flocr of « building ?

The constituency from Long Island that anticipates
the attractiveness of riding directly to Grand Central
would not be as supportive of the very costly route
via 63rd Street if they could see so graphically how
deep down in Manhattan's rock they will be.

Funding

Deep in the text of page S-18,

"Capital costs for the Preferred Alternative

are estimated at $4.7 billion for Option 1

and $4.3 billion for Option 2"
Either of those would be about the most expensive
transit plan ever proposed. That cost would determine
whether the project can be implemented.

Yet, that obscure location is the only place in the 104
pages of the DEIS where the item of "cost" is even
mentioned.

Former Senator Alfonse D'Amato, in his effort to win
re-election, performed a Herculean task of obtaining
$353 million in Federal funds for the route from

63rd Sireet to Grand Central. But that's less than
10% of the amount needed.

On the reverse side is a montage of newspaper
headlines warning of finarcial chaos and fare increases
that could result from MTA's present Capital Program

A Staff Summary for the "Revisions to MTA
2000-2004 Capital Program”, April 19, 2000, states,
"The revised $17.1 billion capital program
now assumes support from the proposed
$3.8 billion Transportation Infrastructure
Bond Act of 2000. A total of $1.6 billion
will be allocated to the MTA capital program”.

If a majority of voters of New York State vote
- in favor of fiscal prudence,
-- against financial chaos for State, MTA budgets,
-- against large fare increases

that $1.6 billion will not become availabie.

But even if it is approved, there would still be
tremendous amounts of funding needed that is not now
indicated ther than by wishful thinking. Projections
of federal, state, city funds seem overly optimistic.

An increase in federal funding for New York City
transit of one-third more than in the recent past does
not seem to be likely from the present Congress.

There is good reason to raise the question: --
Will LIRR Access to East Side Manhattan become a 50-year disaster,
exactly like the 2nd Avenue Subway — and for exactly the same reasons ?

For more than 50 years, ever since the demolition of
the 2nd and 3rd Avenue Elevated lines, a proposed
2nd Avenue subway has been a series of disasters --
a bright promise, then a false start followed by
abandonment of the project because of lack of funds.

If the project to extend the 63rd Street tunnel to Grand
Central proceeds under the flimsy, wishful-thinking
funding assumptions indicated above, 50 years from
now transit planners may still be seeking a way to
provide East Side Access for LIRR riders.

But there is an alternative plan -- the "31st Street Proposal” -- that is much better, see over -—->
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The "31st Street Proposal”, details available on
request, would save literally billions of dollars and
provide the same benefits as the 63rd Street - Grand
Central - Penn Station - New Jersey plan -- except
only that the station for suburban commuters would
be at 31st Street instead of Grand Central. Granted,
Grand Central is the more desirable location but it

is not so superior as to be worth billions of dollars
additional.

A station at Park Avenue & 31st Street is on the

East Side and would offer a far better connection to the
East Side IRT than Grand Central. Both the platform
and trains at the subway station there are completely
uncrowded even during the peak hour -- the diametric
antithesis of Grand Central. And would it really be
desirable to add tens of thousands more peak-hour
commuters into the Grand Central complex that is
already very congested?

In addition, the "31st Street Proposal™ would provide,
for the first time ever, full-size freight service directly
from New Jersey to Long Island, Southern New
England, and Manhattan (not via Albany or Pough-
keepsie or by carfloat). That would remove many
trucks from Long Island Expressway, Canal Street,
Jersey Turnpike, and other congested streets,
highways, bridges, tunnels of the Region. (The route
via 63rd Street makes no provision whatsoever for
freight service.)

The "31st Street Proposal” would provide East Side
Access for both LIRR and NJT and would also provide

-
r
Third Avenue -- Terminating the route from 63rd
Street on Third Avenue in the Grand Central area, as
originally contemplated by Dr. Ronan when the 63rd
Street tunnel was built, would be cheaper, simpler,
and better than all the complexities and deep station
platforms involved with the Grand Central Terminal.

[ 43rd Street -- Astonishingly, it would be cheaper as
well as simpler and better to ignore the existing lower
level of the 63rd Street tunnel and build a new river
tunnel between Sunnyside Yard and 43rd Street. A
2-level, 4-track stub-end terminal could be located
adjacent to the existing mezzanine of the East Side
subway at Lexington Avenue & 43rd Street with
excellent access to the subway, to Grand Central, and

. all parts of that area.

Dire warnings of financjal chaos and fare increases

undef pfésent MTA Program

"31st Street Proposal”

increased peak-hour commuter capacity to Manhattan
of 17% for LIRR, 37% for NJT. (Those percentages
could be increased to 50% and 100% at an additional
cost of building two new tracks under the Hudson
instead of one.

That presents an astonishing choice of alternatives: --
$1-billion vs. $5-billion

in which the $1-billion plan offers the same benefits as
the $5-billion plan plus a rail freight track and at no
additional cost -- on the contrary, it would save
billions of dollars compared to the present plan.

Such an incredible bonanza is made possible because
that freight track would be included with an increased
capacity and improved access to Manhattan's East Side
for commuters from New Jersey and Long Island --
which has the support of a powerful political
constituency.

The increased passenger traffic would operate only
during the 20 peak hours per week. At all other times
the present capacity for passenger trains to Penn

Station is more than adequate. That leaves 148 out of
the 168 hours per week when freight trains would have
exclusive use of the new tunnel. There is no foresee-
able future freight traffic for Long Island, Southern
New England, and Manhattan that could not be
accommodated during those intervals by a single-track
gantlet 7 miles long.

Other Alternatives
—

Through Running -- Together with any other plan
should be Through Running of NJTransit and LIRR
trains through Penn Station. At present, NJTransit

and LIRR trains go through the hassle of reversing
direction there. That station is designed for through
operation. In addition to benefits to any passenger
who desires to travel between points in New Jersey and
Long Island, there would be major operating benefits.
There would be no costy on the contrary there would
be savings in the number of trains required along with
reduced crews. (Crews could change at Penn Station
to eliminate any immediate problems of union
jurisdiction.) Service could be implemented as soon as
some limited number of special catenary - third rail
trains (New Haven type) could be obtained through the
regular car-procurement procedures of NJTransit and
LIRR. (No added cost.) Details available on request.

—
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EGEIVE

Committee for Better Transit JUL 12 2000 l“i
P.O. Box 3106 | ! ; :

Long Island City, NY 11103 R s

Geor e Haikalis

4 fronsportation consultant
July 12, 2000 one washington square vilage apt &
new york. new york 10012

one: 212-475-3394
Mr. Anthony Japha %hx' 212-475-5051

Chief Program Executive e-mall: geohalkalis@juno.com
MTA/LIRR East Side Access’

469 Seventh Avenue

New York. NY 10018

Re: Additional Comments on DEIS for LIRR Access to Grand Central Terminal

Dear Mr Japha-

CBT is pleased to submjt the following additiona] comments on the DEIS for the MTA LIRR

East Side Access Project. These comments augment those submitted at the June 15, 2000 hearing
(copy attached).

CBT prepared its June 4, 1996 APPLE CORRIDOR Plan 10 breath new Jife into the long-stalled
LIRR East Side Access plan. CBT proposed a “streamlined” plan that would greatly simplify the
proposal, substantialy reducing its cost and cutting the time needed to build it. The plan also

calls for a one-seat ride €xpress train service to Kennedy Airpon from Grand Central Terminal.

interest of providing full public disclosure of these areas of disagreement, we are offering the
following additiona] comments for the record: —
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CBT Plan has only modest, if any, impacts on Metro-North Operations

CBT strongly disagrees with the LIRR assessment of the relative negative impacts of the CB T
Plan, compared with its own plan, on Metro-North operations. Itis CBT’s position that neither
plan will have significant adverse 1mpacts on Metro-North, and in many ways either plan will be
beneficial to Metro-North. Because the CBT planis less costly, and can be completed more
quickly these benefits will be realized sooner. A direct, high speed one-seat rail service from
Kennedy Alrport to Grand Central will be an attractive plus for Metro-North, generating new
riders and new revenyes, Alrport service opens the opportunity for leasing space to airlines for
ticketing and baggage handling at Grand Centra] Terminal, producing an important new revenue

the two railroads, increasing Rdership and revenue. Adding LIRR Passengers will increase lease
Tevenues from existing retail Operations within the terminal

The CBT plan calls for using the five westernmost upper level platform tracks (tracks 38-42) and
the upper level loop track for LIRR 63rd St. tunnel service. This plan will eliminate access to
fourteen relatively short storage tracks located directly beneath the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel.

its exposition and banquet facilities or other related commercial use, Trains stored in the Waldorf
Yard can be relocated to other areas in the termina]. This will occur temporarily in the near termn,

In any event, since Metro-North plans to rehabilitate the upper level loop, the only practical access
route to the yard.
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Two planning studjes Now underway -- the Access to the Region’s Core (ARC) study, Jointly
Sponsored by the M TA, NJ Transit and the Port Authority of NY and NJ, and MTA’s Lower

Manhattan Access Study --

e
Central Terminal. Links to Penn Station and/or to Wall Street would transform Grand Central

substantia) financia] burden on Metro-Norh

riders, as well a5 oncityand L] niders, through its issuance of System-wide fare-backed bonds to

1l subsidiaries to Cooperate on a plan that would

| L
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two ratio of platform tracks 1o approach tracks for the LIRR at Penn Station. This operating
practice has provided satisfactory LIRR service at Penn Station for the past 90 years.

There is no question that Scarce commuter rail track capacity in the tunnels leading to the
Manhattan business district should be intensively used. A CBT goal is to have typical rush hour
train capacities reach 30 trains per hour per track on lines where multiple berths are available at

The CBT plan calls for operating trains around the 333 foot radius upper level loop track at 15§

traveling at speeds as high as 12 mph on the loop.) The cost of rests would be small compared to
the potential two billion doljar capital cost savings of the CBT plan.

The impact of speed on Capacity is also subject to debate. A 12 car, 1020 foot train moving at 12
mph will take 58 seconds to move one train length. At 120 second headways this leaves ample
time for a following train. Even at speeds of 8 or 9 mph, two minute headways would be
possible. Track speeds at the north end of the terminal are also a concern, where trains must
traverse tight radius switches to reach the five platform tracks. The LIRR has chosen not to
conduct a computer train simulation analysis of the CBT plan and cannot substantiate the negative
claims made in its DEIS,
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of commuters to or from Grand Central, on electrified lines, would not have to change trains at
Jamaica in the CBT plan.

The CBT plan calls for the LIRR to use four upper level tracks (tracks 39-42) with two platforms
fed by ramps from the south and stairways from the north. The ramps are a popular feature at
Grand Central Termina] and offer ample capacity for access to the platforms. Though platforms

383 Madison Avenue, now under construction (see attached October 6, 1998 letter). With
excellent access at both ends of the platforms, CBT does not see the need for additional cross-
Passageways or access systems in its plan. Presumably, existing Metro-North operations on these
tracks already meet current access and egress fire code requirements, although if this is not the
case then changes must be made in any event. LIRR passengers will find jt far easier and quicker @
to reach their trains on the upper level platforms, the key feature of the CBT plan, than using Jong
escalators to reach trains jn the deep level terminal proposed in LIRR Option 2.

The fifth upper level track in the CBT plan is served by a single side platform. This would be
ideal for the discrete Kennedy Airpont service envisioned in the CBT plan. Air travelers,
encumbered with luggage and new 10 the city, would avoid mixing with fast-paced LIRR
commuters under normal circumstances. Flexibility would remain if service iregularities required
a change in track assignment.
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The LIRR has not undertaken a “value engineering” trade-off concerning its midday car storage
Proposal, as requested by CBT. Instead it has selected a capital-intensive solution requiring MT A
to Issue more fare-backed revenue bonds, increasing the need to raise fares for NYC bus and
subway riders and Metro-North commuters, as well as for LIRR riders. Since over 60% of LIRR
commuters are from Nassay County, which has one of the nation’s highest per capita incomes,
shifting the cost burden 10 other less well off constituencies is clearly unfair.

Development Corp. (ESDC) expects LIRR to improve peak hour capacity. To make more
effective use of its Farley Post Office addition 10 Penn Station, ESDC issued a Request for
Expressions of Interest (RFEI) from prospective suppliers of a new one-seat ride express train
service from Kennedy Airport to Penn Station. At NYU’s Conference on the Future of Aviation
held on June 20, 2000, American Alrlines executive William Hood confirmed that four such

proposals had been recejved by ESDC. No mention of the ESDC initiative is made in the DEIS. @

Capacity would be increased even more by “through operation” of trains from New Jersey to
Long Island. As evidenced in public meetings of the ARC study, the LIRR has steadfastly refused

commuter fares, which keep riders from Southeastern Queens - 2 community of color —~ from
using its trains. Some of this higher Capacity through the East River tunnels could be used for a
new regional rail service from points on the New Haven Line, serving Co-op City, East Tremont
and Hunt’s Point communities in the Bronx via the Hell Gate Bridge.

Several other TSM issyes could also be considered. The Sunnyside Station could be built in the
short term rather than awaiting completion of the LIRR access to Grand Central. By operating all

6
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of its diesel service, with dual-powered locomotives, directly to Penn Station, the LIRR could
close its waterfront terminal at Long Island City, allowing a more appropriate use to be developed
on this valuable sjte By using the Sunnyside Station as an en route stop for Penn Station trains,
and not leTminating trains at Long Island City or Hunters Point the LIRR could greatly simplify its
track layout at Harold Interlocking. This would also simplify track diversion requirements during
construction of the tunnel connections at this location, substantially reducing cost.

track subway station at Herald Square. Diverting passengers 10 this station will ease the burden
on the 7th and 8th Avenue subway stations at Penn Station.

Many residents of Manhattan’s upper East Side have raised serious concerns about additional
overcrowding of the Lexington Avenue subway resulting from L IRR access to Grand Central.
MTA’s Lower Manhattan Access Study explored a number of short term mitigation measures to
resolve this problern. One proposal called for éncouraging subway passengers from the Bronx to
shiff 1o the Concourse line from the Lexington express by providing a second 6th Avenue express
service, running locally in the Bronx and express on the Central Park West subway line in
Manhattan. Another proposal suggested creating the equivalent of a new nonth-south subway
along Sixth Avenue in the Manhatian business district by using existing track connections at West
4th Street. By outfitting two of the four trackbeds of the Times Square-Grand Central shuttle
with moving walkways linking Grang Central with the Sixth Avenue subway station at 42nd
Street, a new downtown route could be established from Grand Centra) 1o Lower Manhattan.
This would shift some of the commuter raj} Joad off of the Lexington Express. These proposals

related studjes, -
CBT’s estimate of cost savings
The CBT ucing construction cost of the LIRR Grand Centra] connection, As

plan focused on red
shown in the DEIS, the LIRR estimates this cost, for Option 2 at $3,296 million (dollars escalated
10 year of midpoint of construction). In June 1996 CBT estimated thaj jts “streamlined” plan
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In its statement at the June 15, 2000 DEJS hearing, CBT pointed out that its rough estimate of
excavation requirements in Manhattan, for its “streamlined” plan, were only 1824 of those
required for the LIRR Option 2 plan. Since the CBT uses existing track, platforms and access

eXcavation requirements -- about 18% of LIRR requirements. MTA should consider rcquesting
new state legislation permitting it to acquire subsurface rights at their true value — in this case
essentially zero.




07/12/2000 WED 16:25 FAX

The LIRR bi-levels pulled by dual powered locomotives offer a short term opportunity to greatly
Increase capacity into Penn Station. Of the 46 locomotives purchased by th LIRR, 23 are dyal @
powered, The other 23 locomotives should be converted to dual-powered use and additional bj-

level cars of compatible design should be acquired by NJ Transit. Then a through NJ-LI rail
operation could be put into place, substantially improving transit service in the region in the near
term. =

Kennedy Airport Access is an important component of CBT’s APPLE CORRIDOR plan _r

63rd Street lower deck tunnel project as a joint use facility -- for LIRR trains and for airport
trams. The tunnel does not “belong” to LIRR commuters. MTA expects to raise a significant
part of the funds necded to complete this project, the largest in its capital program, through fare-

backed bonds, paid by higher fares imposed on subway and bus riders as well as Metro-North and @

was to be completed by August 1, 1999, The DEIS fails to mention this study, even though
several of the alternatives under consideration include rail service options to Grand Central

Thank you for the Opportunity to present these comments on behalf of CRT.

Sincerely,

George Haikalis
Transportation Consultant
Committee for Better Transit

enclosures
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List of’ Attachments
submittal by the Committee for Better Transit
“Additional Comments on DEIS for LIRR Access to Grand Central Terminal”
July 12, 2000

Comments at Junc 15, 2000 Hearing

“Streamlining LIRR Access to Grand Central Terminal”, February 4, 1999
(Distributed at several Citizen Advisory Committec meetings)

October 6, 1998 letter to Lois A. Mazzitelli

) /
November 19, 1997 Jetter to Thomas Prendergast
August 21, 1996 letter to Pafnela Burtord

July 8, 1996 memorandum from Pamela Burford

June 4, 1996 APP1E CORRIDOR paper

(AAKALLS)



07/12/2000 WED 16:25 FAX

Committee for Better Transit
P.O. Box 3106
Long Island City, NY 11103

Comments at June 15, 2000 Hearing on DEIS for LTRR Access to Grand Central Termina)
CBT’s “streamlined” alternative cuts construction costs by two thirds

CBT strongly supports completion of LIRR access to Grand Central Tenminal a project
begun over thirty years ago. But we see no need to spend over three billion dollars to complete
this project when only one biflion will get the job done. CBT proposed a “streamlined” alternative
-- The APPLE CORRIDOR -- in June 1996. The CBT plan would make use of five existing
Metro North tracks at Grand Central that connect to the upper level loop track. Two new tunnel
tracks would link the existing lower deck of the 63rd Street tunnel near 2nd Avenue 1o the upper
level tracks at S2nd Street and Park Avenue a distance of about 4,000 feet. In Queens CBT
proposes that two new tunnel tracks be constructed to link with existing LTRR trackage in
Sunnyside.

In contrast the LIRR plan is much more ambitious. The original LIRR “preferred plan”
would have reconfigured existing Metro North tracks on the lower level creating a new ten track

four to LIRR trackage at Sunnyside, and two leading to a new storage yard to be constructed
from the largely disused LIRR freight yard adjacent to Amtrak’s Sunnyside Yard.

would construct a new ten track stub terminal deep below the existing lower level of Grand
Central. The LIRR estimates that Option 2 would cost $225 million less to construct, or some
6.4% of the $3.5 billion constructjon cost of Option 1.

CBT estimates that its far simpler plan can be constructed for Jess than one third of the
cost of the LIRR Option 2 Plan. In Manhattan the CBT plan requires excavating about 90,000

system including a new concourse and several escalators to reach each new platform. In Queens

(RAKALS)
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the CBT plan proposes two tunnel connections instead of LIRR’s five and avoids constructing a
new storage yard at Sunnyside on valuable land that could be used for economic development. _J

CBT’s streamlined plan has a higher capacity than the LIRR Option 2 plan

CBT’s five track terminal connecting to the upper level loop is a high capacity facility.
With a generous ten minute average interval between trains on each of the five platform tracks the
plan can easily handle 30 trains per hour. The loop will not be a capacity impediment if a 12 mph
operating speed, its original design speed, can be maintained. Operators can remain in their cabs @
and skip the brake test, required when trains change directions, thus improving labor productivity.
In contrast the LIRR Option 2 involves a flat interlocking feeding a stub terminal. Capacity will be
restricted since conflicting moves will occur and slow speeds are required as trains approach
bumper posts Crews must walk the entire length of the train at the end of each run.

S

CBT’s plan can be completed much more quickly -

Because of its substantial cost and complexity the LIRR expects to take 11 years to
complete its plan. CBT estimates that its plan can be completed in four to five years. With LIRR @
access completed sooner, a direct one-seat ride to Kennedy Airport could be offered from Grand
Central, a key part of the APPLE CORRIDOR plan, avoiding the costly PA shuttle link.

CBT requests that MTA give full coﬁside_ration to its “streamlined” plan

During the past four years since it produced its plan CBT has pleaded with the LTRR and
its consultants to give the plan careful consideration. The LIRR has raised concerns but has not
analyzed these concerns, giving the plan only a superficial review. CBT requests that MTA @
conduct a detailed technical review that deals with the substantive issues. This review should:

1. Perform instrumented tests of commuter cars to determine practical speed on the loop track
2. Use computer simulation to compare performance of CBT’s streamlined plan with Option 2
3. Estimate capital cost and implementation time of CBT’s streamlined plan
4. Conduct benefit/cost analysis of the midday car storage facility at Sunnyside -
CBT has been one of the earliest and most vocal supporters of completing LIRR access to
Grand Central. About half of the LIRR passengers now using Penn Station would shift to Grand
Central saving an average of 15 minutes per trip. But CBT cannot support giving the LIRR a
blank check to build any facility it wants without adequate Justification. Even with budget @
surpluses, funds for improving public transit are limjted. By focusing almost all spending for new
rail transit projects on a single constituency - commuters from Nassau and Suffolk County —
MTA expects residents of New York City and the Hudson Valley to largely foot the bill.- A
streamlined plan would reduce this inequity.

We plead with MTA and USDOT (o give serious consideration to CBT"s
streamlined plan before completing this environmental review.

-prepared by George Haikalis, transportation consultant for the Committee for Better Transit

(HAMRALS)
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Streamlining LIRR Access to Grand Central Terminal

1. WHY CONNECT THE LTRR TO GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL AT ALL?
1. Over half of LIRR Penn Station commuters would shift to Grand Central Terminal
- saving up to 40 minutes per day
2. Only opportunity for one-seat ride from JFK Airport to Grand Central/Penn Station
3. Makes room for Bronx/Westchester/CT service to Penn Station
4. Increases track capacity under East River for more Queens/LI riders

IL WHAT IS “STREAMLINING” AND WHY DO IT?
1. Removes unnecessary project elements
2. Makes project achievable, given diminished clout in Washington for Federal funds
- reduces 33 billion project cost by two-thirds, saving $2 billion
- cuts construction time from eleven years to five years

II1. WHAT FEATURES OF THE MTA PLAN CAN BE STREAMLINED?
1. Use existing upper leve) instead of lower level at Grand Central
- use five western-most existing tracks, instead of building ten new tracks below
- USE passenger access system in place or soon to be completed
2. Don’t build new flyunder directly under Metro-North tracks north of 52nd St
- not needed, since only one track each way in LIRR 63rd St. tunnel
3. Don’t build six tunnel tracks at Long Island City
- construct only one portal in each direction to connect to existing LIRR trackage
4. Omit new yard in Sunnyside
- return trains midday to existing yards on Long Island

IV. WHAT ARE ADVANTAGES BESIDE SAVINGS IN COST AND TIME TO COMPLETE THE PROJECT?
1. Reduces competition for Federal funds, allowing other projects
2. Avoids disruptive construction along Park Ave., protects Racquet Club/Lever House
3. Allows lower level to eventually be extended south to Penn Station or Wall Street
4. Permits other commercial development at Sunnyside Yard

V. NEXT STEPS -- SPECIFIC REQUESTS TO MTA -
1. Estimate capital cost savings of streamlined plan
2. Conduct instrumented test of commater cars around upper level loop
3. Use computer simulation to evaluate performance of streamlined plan
4. Explore feasibility of escalators into Bear Stearns Jobby and near Vanderbilt Ave.
S. Conduct benefit/cost analysis of midday car storage at Sunnyside

GEORCGE HAIKALIS, TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANT, COMMITTEE FOR BETTER TRANSIT (CBT)
ONE WASHINGTON SQUARE VILLAGE, APT. 8D, NEW YORK, NY 10012 FEBRUARY 4, 1999

(HALKALYS)
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. George Haikalis _

transportation consultant

one washington square village, apt 5d
new york, new york 10012

phone: 212-475-3394 fax 212-47 5-5051
e-mail: geohaikalis@juno.com

October 6, 1998

Lois A. Mazztelli

Associate, Skidmore, Owings & Merrill
220 E. 42nd Si.

New York, NY 10017

Dear Lois:

1 am writing to request that your firm assess the feasibility and desirability of a plan to enhance
passenger access between Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and the new 383 Madison Avenue
building. I am a public member of the Transportation Committee of Manhattan Community
Board Five, and also a transportation consultant to the Committee for Better Transit (CBT), &
not-for-profit organization concerned with improving public transit in the New York area.

When Metro-North’s north end access prdject is completed in the near future passengers boarding
and alighting trains that use the upper level of GCT that wish to head north must walk down one
Jevel to the 47th St. cross passageway and then ascend two flights up to street level. Many of
these passengers will make use of the new escalators proposed to be constructed in your building
linking the passageway to street level.

The lobby of 383 Madison Ave. will be built immediately above platforms T and U serving tracks
39 thru 42 of the upper level of GCT. CBT has proposed that the developer or the MTA build
new escalators (or stairs) directly up from these two platforms into the lobby of 383 Madison, 8s
shown in the attached sketch. The advantage to passengers heading to or from trains using these
four tracks is obvious -- they would avoid going down in order 10 go up to street level.
Passengers using Metro-North’s 25 other upper level tracks would also benefit since there would
be fewer passengers using the narrow cross passageway, significantly reducing overcrowding.
The advantage to the developer is that this new link will enhance the value of the building and
make it easier for building occupants 10 reach commuter trains.

The benefits of this new access link will increase in the future when LIRR access to GCT is
completed. MTA plans to connect the existing 63rd St. lower deck tunnel to lower level trackage
at GCT. Many LIRR passengers will then compete with Metro-North passengers for the limited

capacity of the 47th St. cross passageway. More exit capacity is a must, and the new platform to
lobby link would be a big help.

An alternative plan for LIRR access, described in the APPLE CORRIDOR paper that I prepared

for CBT, is 1o use the upper level loop tracks, instead of the lower level trackage, for LIRR
trains. This would put LIRR passengers much closer to the street. The CBT plan calls for using

(AALKRLS)
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tracks 39-42 for LIRR trains and a fifth track, track 38 for Kennedy Airport trains. These five
tracks connect with the upper level loop allowing for a high capacity in-and-out operation. In the
CBT plan the four LIRR tracks lie just below 383 Madison. If the proposed escalators or stairs
were built they would be quite intensively used. The public open space in the lobby would
become a minjature “north end head house” for the LIRR. Some provision for ticketing, seating
and customer service could be located in this space.

The major advantage of the CBT plan over the MTA is the dramatic cost reduction. CBT’s
“streamlined” plan, including simplified connections at Long Island City, would save over $2
billion in construction cost. By placing the LIRR in the upper level, MTA preserves the option to
extend lower level Metro-North trackage south to Penn Station or Lower Manhattan.

While I realize that you may not be able to fully evaluate this proposal in time for the community
board haring on Thursday, I hope you give it serious consideration before it moves further
through the review process.

Many transit activists and civic leaders have suggested that more significant changes could be
made in the 383 Madison plan. Clearly the redevelopment of this site presents a rare opportunity
to make north end access to GCT far more attractive. The current MTA plan simply allows
passengers to escape from the platforms to the street. Using the 383 site as the focal point of a
new terminal and shopping complex, though hardly rivaling the much celebrated main terminal to
the south, would be in keeping with similar transport/commercial development projects being
advanced throughout the world. The thousands of relatively well-off commuters that will pass
through this building represents a rare commercial opportunity. The ground floor, and perhaps
several levels above could serve as an attractive public space for passengers to buy tickets and
wall for trains. A multi-level atrium with shops and restaurants would be possible. In order to
preserve the needed trading floors in the new building a zoning variance would have been needed
1o have increased the bulk at this site. Suffice it to say that neither the community nor the city
gains in this lost opportunity. At least the proposed platform-to-lobby link will produce a
significant benefit.

Hoping to hear from you soon.
Sincerely,
¢,

George Haikalis
Public Member, Transportation Committee, Manhattan Community Board Five
Transportation Consultant, Committee for Better Transit

cc Kevin Finnegan, CB 5

Joseph Clift, CB 5
Tim Forker, Manhattan Borough President’s Office

(MALKALLY) i
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- George Haikalis _ .
mnsporrit_jon consuhtant
Oone washington square village, apt Sd
new york, r%wjgrk IOC\)’,IE1ge =
phone: 212-475-3394 fax 212.475.5051
e-mail: geohaikalis@juno.com

August 21, 1996

Pamela Burford

Director - Special Projects
Long Island Rail Road
Jamaica Station

Jamaica, NY 11435

Dear Pam: /

Dr. Stephen Dobrow, President of the Committee for Better Transit (CBT), asked me to respond
10 some of the technical issues about CBT’s “APPLE CORRIDOR” paper - raised by your
consultants, in their memo of July 15,1996 First, CBT would like to thank you for circulating the
paper, together with STV’s comments, to the Citizens Advisory Committee of the LIRR East
Side Access Srudy. We hope you will circulate this response as well.

+* Copy Q#KC/’I =zl
CBT’s APPLE CORRIDOR calls for the completion of both the LIRR Grand Central link and the
rail line to Kennedy Airport as a single integrated project. Many of us “old-timers” will recall that
when the MTA advanced jts original plan for the lower level of the 63rd St. tunnel it called for
the rail tunnel to serve as an access route to Manhattan’s East Side for both LIRR trains and
direct Kennedy Airport trains. That made sense in 1968 and CBT believes it still makes sense in
1996.

CBT appreciates STV"s effort to address some of the technical issues raised in the paper about
LIRR East Side Access. However, CBT regrets that neither the LIRR nor the MTA have chosen
to deal with the Kennedy to Grand Central aspect of this paper, including service planning and
capital investment issues that would impact LIRR operations. For the LIRR to gain the broad
public support it needs to advance its East Side Access project, particularly among New York
City residents and business interests, planning for this Project mast deal forthrightly with the
Kennedy access issue. Thjs is particularly true now that Governor Pataki has advanced his
“Master Links” plan which calls for the physical linking these two efforts. CBT together with
other civic and community organizations have consistently pointed this out at Citizen Advisory
Committee meetings.

(RRIKAL'S)
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To deal with STV’s comments, CBT has regrouped them into ten major points, and offers the
following response to each STV concem:

STV Concern

1. CBT’s plan “no longer provides the necessary infrastructure to meet the...needs of the LIRR.”

CBT Response

While STV has done a good job of identifying some of the critical issues that affect the feasibility
of CBT’s plan, the firm is incorrect in making this categorical assertion. STV misses the “value
engineering” issue raised in the paper — that the value of more costly design elements should be
compared to the benefits gained from these features. The CBT plan was offered as a practical,
doable, “streamlined” alternative to make the LIRR East Side Access Project affordable, and thus
to achieve the project’s benefits to the riding public, the city and the region sooner, while saving
taxpayers a considerable sum. The current LIRR plan has been dormant for over twenty years,
because it was too costly and unnecessarily ambitious. CBT’s plan would achieve most of the
benefits of the STV plan, but would cost only $739 million, instead of the $2.177 billion, in July
1999 dollars, (or $2.5 billion if built in 2005 as proposed in STV’s 1993 report). This is a
substantial differepce and it deserves a seriots hearing,

STV Concemn

2. CBT’s plan provides only four platform tracks at GCT to handle LIRR’s nine branches.
CBT Response

Providing a frequent, direct service from each of nine LIRR branches to each of three western
terminals, as desirable as it might seem, is simply not affordable, nor is it operationally feasible.
CBT assumes that there would be direct, high frequency, regular-interval service to GCT from the
three or four busiest electrified LIRR branches. This should make a four track terminal workable.
Dual-mode locomotives and bi-level commuter cars, serving the four non-electrified branches, are
limited by physical constraints in the 63rd St. tunnel, and would operate to Penn Station. Cross-
platform transfers at Jamaica will remain a feature of LIRR operations for many years to come. In
the first phase of the CBT plan the Port Washington Branch would continue to operate only to
Penn Station as a discrete, high frequency, rapid transit-like service. Clearly planning for train
service to Grand Central must be part of an overall service planning strategy for the LIRR. CBT
would be happy to participate in such a study.

While CBT believes that its five track terminal plan (four for the LIRR and one for airport trains)
will be adequate to meet the needs of the LIRR, other possibilities should be explored by STV.
One opportunity for increasing platform space on the upper level, without greatly increasing cost,
18 shown in the attached schematic track diagram, labeled Figure 8a. This option evolved from
suggestions made by several members of the Technical Construction Subcommittee of the
Citizen’s Advisory Committee at an informal mesting held on July 30th, although it does not
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represent an official subcommitiee position. Some subcommittee members felt that a second
departure track heading north, back to the eastbound 63rd St. tunnel track, in addition to the loop
track would improve operational flexibility and provide redundancy. This track would use Metro.-
North approach track “H” as shown in the diagram. Given the existing track layout in the
terminal it becomes possible to use two additional Metro-North upper level platforms — “Q” and
“R” and four tracks -- 34 through 37 -- for LIRR service. This option produces a five track
“through” terminal and a four track stub terminal. All track, signals, turnouts and platforms are in
place, and functioning, although the third rail would be converted 1o the overrunning LIRR
mode. Approximately 1,000 feet of additional tunnel excavation, shown in the heavy line in
Figure 82 would be needed. About half of thjs excavation would be adjacent to approach track
“T” which itself would ramp downward in the original CBT plan. This added track increases total
linear feet of tunneling requirements for the LIC and Manhattan connections to the 63rd St. lower
level tunnel by about 8%. The incremental cost of this work should not exceed $60 million
bringing the total cost of LIRR Grand Central access to $799 million. This is still a bargain
compared to STV’s $2.177 billion,

STV Concern
3. Using a single track loop track, even at speeds as high as 15mph, severely constrains capacity.

CBT Response

This is clearly not the case. STV has confused running time with capacity. While it is true that
operating around the loop increases running time by as much as 100 seconds this in itself does not
affect capacity. Operating at 15 mph, a 12-car train takes approximately 50 seconds to pass a
given point. With two minute headways that leaves 70 seconds before the arrival of the following
train -- more than adequate time to throw a switch and clear a signal. With the option of adding a
second departure track, described above, the terminal might have an even greater capacity. There
are other issues that affect capacity both for the CBT plan and the STV plan, including the type of
signaling system used, the track geometry at the north end of the platforms at Grand Central, and
the nature of the merge at LIC. STV has the analytic tools to conduct a comprehensive capacity
analysis of all these elements as part of this project.

The 100 seconds of extra running time for trains traversing the Joop is an important consideration.
One way to minimize this impact would be to reverse operations between the morning and
evening peak. Then only a relatively small percentage of LIRR commuters would travel around
the loop. With the nine track upper level terminal option, described earlier, operation around the
Joop could be kept to a minimum. However, another consideration is operating efficiency.
Current railroad operating practice is to conduct a brake test when trains reverse direction. A
through operation, with trains armiving and continuing in the same direction around the loop,
avoids the reed for a brake test, improves crew utilization and reduces operating cost. A full
range of options should be explored by STV as part of this major investment study.

(RRKALS)
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STV Concern

4. Narrow platforms hamper boarding and constrain capacity.

CBT Response

The 14 foot wide platforms at Grand Central are indeed a constraint. But this will be a
shortcoming for any LIRR access plan. With the completion of Metro-North’s North End Access
project, adequate vertical capacity will be available to load and unload trains, and to quickly clear
platforms. Additional opportunities exist to add direct platform to street stairways, particularly
from platforms “I” and “U” where a full block office redevelopment project at 383 Madison
Avenue, immediately above these platforms, is planned.

STY Concern

5. Metro-North must give up trackage at Grand Central to allow LIRR access.

CBT Response

This is true of any plan. The original CBT plan takes only five of 29 existing Metro-North
platform tracks on the upper level, while leaving the 17 lower level platform tracks largely intact.
Even with the option of using four more upper level tracks for LIRR trains Metro-North would
be left with a 37 platform tracks at Grand Central, fed by only four mainline tracks in Park
Avenue. In addition to platform tracks, several other Metro-North track segments are affected, as
STV correctly notes. Metro-North upper level storage tracks 52-65 must be taken out of service
in the’CBT plan since LIRR trains using the upper level loop, block access to these tracks. But
these little used tracks are located directly beneath the Waldorf Astoria Hotel and might well be
profitably leased to the hotel for exhibition space or some other productive purpose. CBT’s plan
may also require the removal of lower level storage tracks 100-102. The STV plan removes
much more trackage, all on the lower level.

Metro-North has a great deal to gain from LIRR and airport access to Grand Central. With many
LIRR passengers diverted from Penn Station to Grand Central, capacity becomes available for
Metro-North Hudson Line and New Haven Line trains to serve Penn Station. Revenue fom
retail space at Grand Central should rise dramatically, as more high income travelers use the
station. Some of this retail space may become very attractive for airline ticket use. Metro-North
passenger revenues would also be enhanced as many air travelers from Westchester and
Connecticut discover the convenience of high speed connecting trains from Grand Central to
Kennedy. Even through train service becomes a future possibility.

Metro-North has been operating its four track Park Avenue viaduct and tunnel as a three track
system (“two and one” in the peak direction) for nearly 15 years as its repair work on these aging
structures proceeds apace. Once fully restored, the line could be operated as a “two and two™
system, allowing more frequent contra-flow trains to better recycle equipment and to improve
service levels for reverse commuters. This could lead to major decreases in Metro-North storage
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track requirements at Grand Central. Much of this track space could be converted to more
productive retail use. Plans to transform Grand Central to a through terminal and extend Metro-
North trains south to Penn Station or Wall Street also could greatlv reduce platform and yard
requirements.

A regional rail systems planning effort is needed to deal with these issues.

STV Concern

6. The CBT plan may require a grade steeper than three percent, the maximum grade specified by
the LIRR, to reach the upper level tracks at Grand Central.

CBT Response

A grade exceeding three percent would only be required if Metro-North’s lower level Ladder U
was needed for future use. Unless additional platform tracks are developed in the lower level, the
loss of this ladder will not significantly affect current Metro-North revenue train operations. As
STV pointed out in its 1993 study, current LIRR design standards call for a maximum grade of
only two percent grade in a tunnel. With this arbitrary standard there would be no practical way
10 use the 63rd St. lower level tunnel for LIRR service. The three percent grade was chosen as a
reasonable maximum for the East Side Access project. But since a considerable portion of this

- grade is on a relatively sharp curve, the grade planned by STV is effectively higher than 3%. If
more detailed analysis demonstrated a need for a grade of 3.2% or 3.3%, LIRR’s current fleet of
high performance M1/M3 electric commuter cars could easily sustain this grade. The issue is
“qualitative” not “quantitative”. STV’s train performance models could be used to analyze the
impact of various grades on capacity and speed. '

STV Concern
7. CBT’s plan at Sunnyside precludes 3 and 1 operation on the LIRR mainline East to Jamaica.

CBT Response

The present LIRR operation calls for a number of Long Island City-bound peak hour trains to
operate on the mainline, the primary reason for 3 and 1 operation on this four track line. With the
completion of the East Side access project the CBT plan proposes that the LIRR Mainline be used
only by Manhattan-bound trains — dual mode locomotives hauling bi-level commuter cars to Penn
Station, and trains of electric M1/M3 cars to Grand Central or Penn Station. With more than half
of LIRR peak hour riders wanting to use Grand Central, according to the Project’s latest ridership
projections, the 63rd St. tunnels become the capacity constraint. 3 and 1 operation on the :
mainline is not warranted under these conditions.

(AAIKALS)
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STV Concern

8. The CBT plan makes no provision for midday storage of equipment.

CBT Response

In order to streamline the LIRR Grarnd Central project, CBT omitted the construction of a new
midday storage yard and its costly connecting ramps at Long Island City. CBT believes that
providing two storage yards for each piece of equipment may not be cost effective. In addition to
the capital cost of constructing the yard the second facility must be operated and maintained. The
operating cost savings resulting from the reduced dead head crew time, lower energy cost and
diminished wear and tear on low mileage equipment must be substantial to overcome these up-
front costs. This is a classic value engineering problem. STV could easily make this calculation,
perhaps using the LIRR West Side storage yard as a case study.

STV Copcern
9. The CBT plan calls for an at grade junction with the Atlantic Branch at Woodhaven.
CBT Response -,

Grade separated junctions are certainly to be preferred over at grade junctions. The LIRR
operates at least a half dozen such junctions, including very busy ones at Valley Stream, Mineola
and Hicksville. CBT’s flat junction at Woodhaven would be the mirror image of the junction
operated by the LIRR at Woodhaven for many years. As plans for extending the Flatbush Line to
Manhattan advance a grade separation can be constructed. At current train volumes, the
separation would not be cost effective.

STV Concern

10. Other Issues - Mixed Service and Aluminum Cars

CBT Response

STV questioned the cost and practicality of CBT’s proposal for “mixed service”. This is clearly
indicated in the plan as a second phase. CBT made no cost estimate for its second phase, which
includes elements beyond STV’s scope of work in any event. STV noted the complexity of labor
negotiations and institutional constraints and that is precisely why CBT chose not to advance
through running or mixed service at this time. But CBT believes that the attractiveness of routing
regional express trains through distributor subways in Manhattan, permitting riders to reach many
destinations without changing trains, is great enough to merit a full analysis as part of a second
phase of this planning effort. This is clearly an MTA responsibility and should be part of 2
“Master Links™ concept plan.
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The CBT plan also depicted an advanced rapid transit train configuration, tested by the BMT in
1933, that might be suitable for airport service. STV noted that this particular train was
constructed of aluminum, a material that the LIRR nsad without success in the 1930s. STV
engineers should note that a similar BMT articulated train, also constructed jn 1933, used
stainless steel material. Today, the LIRR regularly operates on tracks also used by NJ Transit
trains, many of which have consists of Comet cars, built largely of aluminum.

Neither issue is significant in dealing with the merits of the key element of the CBT plan — saving
taxpayers $1.4 billion. This is a significant sum and streamlining the Grand Central Access project
may the only way to build support for its completion.

T hope that you will share this critique with al] the members of the Citizen Advisory Committee
who received the STV comments.

We also wish you a speedy recovery from your accident. As always, we would be happy to meet
with you and STV a1 a mutually convenient time and location to discuss these issues.

Sincerely,
George Haikalis

Transportation Consultant

cc Dr. Stephen Dobrow

(HAIKALYS)
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MANHATTAN COMMUNITY BOARD FIVE
450 Sevenh Aveauz, Swie 2109
New York, NY 10§22.2199
(212) 4650007
fax: (212) 4651628

Lola Fiokelstem, Chatr : Tinothy ). Buzzex, District Manager

Norender 19, 1957

Thorrw= Frendergast

President

MTA Long [dand Raiboad

Jursics Swven Buildmg

Jamaice, New York 11435

RFE: LTRR East Sid¢ Access Projeet (LTRR Access To €rand Cerrtra) Terminal}
Dear My, Prenderpes::

Al the regulcly schechiled rmontily mecnng of Gonmrmity Board #$ on Thursdxy, Novender 13, 1997, the Board passedt the following
rescion by s Wiz of 28 in favor. ( opposad; 1 sbviention: | presers bat pot able to vare:

Wherras, tie Long Esland Pail Read (LIFR) Access 1o Manhanan' s East Sids Mejar Investment Study (MIS), ane of five sch
smdics arently urnderway by the Metropolitan Tramsportion Assherity and ity operating agencies, each COSESR an average of S5
Million, hes produced 2 sogle Build Allemstve prepasal 1o provide LIRR access to Greng Ceneral Terminal 1QCT). which is
estmnd fo cost 33 Billion 2nd @he a minmmm of 13 yrars wo design and build. and

Whereas, a this price, the pranect pt best would rake u very long nme w build while ot the sane time depriving mepy other
merilanows projess nesded fnding. and a1 Rorst weould be only parmrally buzl, and

Wherea:., the MIS process has not thoroughly and objectively svaluated any less expensive 2hermative because they Sailed w meet
absohitsly 1094 of csch end evary esrapliehed profect gosi such s e Commitize for Berter Transk Apple Coiridor propasel,
thereby providing oo more affordabie 2ltermanve o be conyared with the Build Alternative an terms of costs and berefiis, and

Whereas, complebon of this project would provyde pumy irmportaat benefis ® Midown Manbartm, mchading sddigonad traxm and
Passcnyer capacity. sigtuficant Tovel nme savings, reduced auts cammuting and “enc-seal™ sirport access service oo JFX mm
both GCT and Per Smtion. one of the key objecaves of e Manbaman Interbaand Task Foree On Ammpart Access, on winch
Mashantan Comrmunity Baard Frve is one of four fnermber boards, therefore, be it

RESOLVED. Manhzttar: Commmunity Board Five ssonghy wees the MTA and te Long lsland Rai) Rosd (LIRR) 1o apend the
LIRR Access to Maniliaran's Eust Side Major Investment Stody process from the single, expensrve Build Allernare ther provides
acsess 1 {r=nd Cermoal Temminal 10 now incinde 2 thomugh and objective evaluation of the cust and benefit al*ematives that are

Email: chfmanhanswdvompuzerve com
Jnternec: hig//oarwet i comprvi e comtomepages T b Smam! o
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Tess expensive and faster 10 build ban the proposed MJS Build Alterpative, but fail to roeet 100% of sl project goals, mchading. but

MTA-EASTSIDE ACCESS

not Iimited 1= the Corromitree for Bettrr Transit Apple Corridor.

Thard: you for »er corsiceatan of this mswer.

///advj@v o(f:la?c

Sinzer=fy,

Lola Fiikelstein

Thavr

Hon Danje! P. Moynihzn
Han. Alfonse D" Angro
Eon. Frreld L. Nadler
Hon Camdyn B Malorey
Han Faddied Gulani
Hen Ruth W Mesinger
Hen. Thames Dusee
Hen. Andres E-vielf
tion Catherine Abate
Hoa Foy M. OHomdgn
Ho:t Richard (oxfried
Hon iohr Rawr

Joscph M Cinft
Co-chuir. Transponanon Comendtee

Nevember 19, 1997

Joseph McCluskev
Co-chstr, Transporizson Conmuties
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STV Incorporated

« >
. MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 8, 1996
TO: Pamela Burford
Director Special Projects
Long Island Rail Road
FROM: STV

SUBJECT: Comments-Apple Corridor Concept for JFK Airport Access with
LIRR East Side Access

M
The paper entitled "Apple Corridor”, which was prepared by George Haikalis for the Committee
for Better Transit (CBT), addresses the subject of a proposed high-speed rail link between
Kennedy International Airport (JFK) and Grand Central Terminal (GCT). The paper also

discusses a number of ancillary issues covering fare strategies, rail transit service to southeast
Queens and potential rail transit interconnections 1o provide through running rail service.

The purpose of this memo is merely to comment on some of the assumptions made with regard
to rail operations and on the overall feasibility of proposed changes to the LTRR’s GCT East Side
Access Plan developed for the "Operational and Physical Feasibility Stidy of LIRR Access to
Manhanan’s East Side" April 1993. No comment is offered regarding the ancillary issues or the
rail access plan proposed by the Port Authority.

OPERATIONAL ISSUES

The Apple Corridor concept proposes alterations to the planned facilities which are to be
constructed for LIRR access to GCT. The alterations are made to reduce the cost of constructing
these facilities, but in so doing result in facilities which no longer provide the necessary
infrastructure to meet the scheduling and train routing needs of LIRR

Terminal Station at GCT: The Apple Corridor concept proposes that four tracks and two island
platforms (Tracks 39 thru 42 and Platforms T and U) be designated for commuter and suburban
rail service and that one track and one platform (Track 38 & Platform S) be provided for JFK
trains. These facilities are proposed for the upper level of GCT using the existing platforms and
tracks which formerly served as incoming arrival tracks for intercity trains.

The operation of trains through the proposed terminal is via GCT throat Track I to the platforms
and thence via the Loop Tracks. This creates a run through operation whereby trains dwell only
long enough to discharge and board passengers and then continue back out to Long Island. It is
proposed that 30 trains per hour can be operated during the peak hour.

The key assumptions in this scenario are: that four tracks are sufficient to handle LIRR
passengers boarding trains in the evening peak period for nine destination branches; that the Loop
track speed, which is currently 6mph, can be raised to 15mph; and that Metro-North Railroad
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(MNR) can sustain its operation in GCT without the use of 5 tracks which are currently used by
them extensively.

The most critical of the three assumptions, that the single Loop track is capable of 15mph speed,
requires further investigation to determine its feasibility. At a minimum an improved signal layout
and some degree of superelevation will be required. (The cost estimate contained in Table 2 of
the paper includes neither in its scope.) Even if a speed of 15mph can be achieved, however, the
single loop track will constrain the terminal capacity by virtue of the fact that the distance
travelled by a departing train at 15mph would be approximately 2200ft further than an arriving

.

frain.

It should be noted that the maximum authorized speed (MAS) in the throat area of GCT at the
present time is 10mph for non diverging routes and 8mph for diverging routes. These speeds are
dictated by the civil restrictions imposed by the placement of structural columns. The Apple
Corridor concept routes LIRR trains via throat Track I but does not address the issue of operating
speed except on the Loop track. It is doubtful that 30 trains per hour can be operated with the
speed limitations in the terminal and around the Loop.

The width of Platforms S,T and U are 14ft in each case. While this width is sufficient for the
original purpose of intercity train arrivals, it is not sufficient for peak period commuter trains
operating on three minute headways and which are being estimated to carry an average of 1200
passengers. This limjtation would be most onerous during the evening peak when trains with
different routes and stopping patterns are being loaded. The present operation by MNR does not
involve the number of train movements conceived by LIRR for east side access and airport
access. :

Discussions with Metro-North during the development of the East Side Access Feasibility Study
concluded with the understanding that expected passenger growth by MNR will require all of the
available platform space for peak period operations. In fact, MNR was skeptical that the Madison
Yard storage tracks could be made available on the Jower level to accommodate LIRR service.
It is doubtful that their position will change on this issue.

HAROLD Interlocking: The Apple Corridor proposal shows a simplified layout of HAROLD
Interlocking. Specifically, it shows two tunnel connections and a much simplified track layout.
While the intent of reducing the tunnel connections from six to two is quite clear (10 reduce
costs), it is not clear if the track simplification is meant to be taken literally or is merely a device
to avoid unnecessary clutter to the sketch. In either case, the Iack of crossover switches does not
provide the necessary routing to sustain the "3 and 1" Main Line operation between HAROLD
and Jamaica. This operating technique is a vital adjunct to today’s operation and will become
more valuable in the future when LIRR service to GCT is inaugurated. Needless to say, the
elimination of the Port Washington Branch from access to GCT must be considered in view of
the position of Queens and Nassau County customers regarding access to the East Side of
Manhattan. .
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Main Line: The previously noted 3 and 1 operation of the main line tracks between Harold and
Jamaica provides limited capacity for reverse peak revenue trains and non revenue equipment
trains. The introduction of revenue service to JFK will further limit the single track capacity that
is available for reverse peak trains.

Train Storage: There is no mention in the Apple Corridor proposal of the disposition of trainsets
for off peak storage. (The reference to Hillside Maintenance Facility considers only maintenance
and repair activities; the issue of storage is not addressed.) The Feasibility study determined that
there is insufficient track capacity to route all trains, ejther as revenue or non revenue movements,
east of HAROLD at the end of the morning peak. As previously noted, three of the Main Line
tracks are assigned to the prevailing direction of traffic, leaving only one track available for
reverse peak movements. This results in a significant capacity imbalance. Lacking sufficient space
within GCT, the study identified Yard A in LIC as the only viable space for storing as many as

22 trainsets. ;

Atlantic Branch Connection at Woodhaven: The Apple Corridor proposes that a furure
connection to the Atlantic Branch at Woodhaven could be placed in the southeast corner of the
intersection that is similar to the abandoned connection in the southwest corner. The purpose of
the new junction would be to serve LIRR passengers via Jamaica and also riders from Jamaica
Center. The proposed connection is a flat junction, with westward trains to JFK crossing over the
eastward track from Brooklyn at grade. This would impose a potential for conflict with regular
wains, especially during the evening peak period. A connection that plans as many as six trains
per hour should be grade separated.

Mixed Service: Service options for the Apple Corridor consider the future possibility of mixing
trains from Amtrak and New York City Transit with that of LIRR. Operetions of a right of way
which involve more than one carrier require compatibility of the traction power, signalftrain
control and communications systems. It also requires concurrence of the severa! labor umion
jurisdictions. While all of these issues are capable of resolution, the cost will be high and should
be included in any estimate accompanying a proposal.

Rolling Stock: Access to the unit terminal buildings ar JFK will require rolling stock that can
accommodate the short radius curves. The use of aluminum as a carbody material, however, is
not universally accepted. LIRR has had extensive experience with aluminum dating back to 1932.

The material was rejected more recently because of structural damage caused by electrolysis and
because of the potential for severe damage from fire.

CIVIL ISSUES

The Apple Corridor concept proposes alterations to the planned facilities developed for the
"Operational and Physical Feasibility Study of LIRR Access to Manhattan’s East Side” April
1993, which would be constructed for LIRR access from Harold Interlocking (within the
Sunnyside Area) to Grand Central Terminal (GCT). Some of these alterations have been
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- examined to determine their feasibility and ramification to the overall design concept and
adherence to track standards and codes.

Terminal Station at GCT: The Apple Corridor station proposes using tracks and platforms,
formally used by AMTRAK, which are currently in revenue service for Metro-North Railroad.
Reallocation of this area will require MNR to either consolidate its current and future operations
to exclude this area or to relocate the displaced service into the Madison Yard portion of the
terminal. Madison Yard, located on the lower level in the west side of the terminal is currently
not accessible to the public and is used for non revenue functions such as car - cleaning.

The Apple Corridor concept is centered on the extensive use of the upper level loop track. LIRR
use of this track will preclude MNR from using storage tracks 52-65. Access to these storage
tracks would require crossing movements in front of frequent outbound LIRR and Apple Corridor
service severely reducing capacity. =
If the current or future MNR service cannot be supported by the decreased revenue infrastructure,
which is currently viewed as very likely, revenue service expansion into the Madison Yard area
of the terminal will require infrastructure rehabilitation, including providing platforms and
crosspassages for pedestrian access, signage and ADA compliance. These station changes are
comparable to those required to support an LIRR East Side Access into the lower level and will
be necessary and costly and should then be included within the cost estimate.

The use of the upper level loop track is also constrained by the fact that this track cannot begin
descending from the upper level to join with the 63rd Street Tunnel alignment due to the lower
level storage tracks (TKS 100-102) which terminate at 52nd Street. The loop track therefore
must transition downward one track level within approximately 800 f. (i.e., between 52nd and
55th Street) to maintain operational flexibility of the lower level lead tracks A & B. These
restrictions will both effect the 3% maximum grade and create possible conflicts with the IRT
Lexington Avenue Express track subway line structure.

ADA Issues: A legal determination as to the applicability of the ADA requirement will have to
be made. If it is determined that ADA applies, due to the size of this major terminal renovation
and the reallocation of the function of the existing upper level platforms, existing access to the
platforms will have to be reconstructed to achieve complisnce and costed within the project
estimate (i.e. existing ramps maintain a 8.65% grade for over 80 feet); a major segment of these
platforms are not in passenger use, (i.c., the platforms extend beyond the ramps accessing GCT)
and these areas may be in need of refurbishment.

GCT Approach: The Apple Corridor alignment is predicated on developing an alignment using
3 3% maximum grade that would be able to access the upper level along the existing Track [
Right-of-Way. An initial review of the alignment and the terminal has revealed some design
issues which reflect negatively on the viability of the scheme.
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The IRT subway line, which is located within the Lexington Avenue Right-of-Way, prevents the
Apple Comidor alignment from being raised further above the East Side Accass Feasibility Study
clevation. If the alignment proceeds from this critical point at a 3% grade, the alignment will
meet (point of vertical intersection) approximately 90 ft. south of the 52nd Street centerline,
Although a reconstruction of the upper level Ladder X track is possible, the impacts to the lower
leve] Ladder U (and its access to tracks 116 to 126) may produce a significant reduction to the
terminal capacity.

Queens Approach: The Apple Corridor proposal discusses a line station on the LIRR’s 63rd
Street Tunnel alignment in the vicinity of Northern Boulevard. The inclusion of this station on
the alignment would not only have negative impacts on the tunnel capacity but could not be
implemented without significantly reconstructing the existing tunne] with concurrent impact to
adjacent property owners.

As part of the NYCT’s 63rd Street Connector Project the tunnel bellmouth is currently being
constructed approximately to the limits of Northern Boulevard. East of this point the alignment
must rise at a rate of 3% in order to connect with the existing trackage west of 43rd Street.
Station design standards indicate that placing a station on a 3% grade is unacceptable. Any
reduction in the grade would elongate the tunnel section castward, negatively impacting
AMTRAKS & NIT’s access to Sunnyside Yard via the Loop Tracks which is unacceptable.

Therefore, the only location available for a station would be west of Northern Boulevard
requiring a major reconstruction of the existing structure with possible ramifications to the
adjacent NYC Transit structure and facilities.

STV/ob
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I. The APPLE CORRIDOR

Imagine boarding a fast, comfortable airport train at Grand Central
Terminal in Manhattan. Twenty-one minutes later the APPLE CORRIDOR
train would make the first of six stops in the central terminal area at
Kennedy International Airport. A few steps away would be your airline
check-in counter. Compare this with the current uncertainty of a forty-five
minute to one hour and forty-five minute rush hour taxi trip from
Manhattan to the airport, on New York City's legendary, overcrowded
highways.

Or imagine walking across the platform at the LIRR Jamaica train station (a
familiar routine for LIRR commuters) and boarding an airport train that will
take you to your terminal or workplace at Kennedy Airport.

Or imagine reaching Kennedy Airport from any subway or commuter rail
station in the New York-New Jersey-Connecticut metropolitan region, with
only one or two transfers, and using a single, reasonably-priced regionwide
ticket.

Or imagine boarding a Long Island-bound regional express train at Grand
Central Terminal only a short walk from the many offices on Manhattan's
East Side. Contrast this with the inconvenient and time consuming walk or
subway ride to Penn Station or Long Island City to reach LIRR trains.

Or imagine taking a train from the Aqueduct/Ozone Park/South Ozone Park
area, or making a cross platform transfer from a Rockaway train, and
reaching Midtown Manhattan in fifteen minutes, instead of forty-five minutes
on the subway.

Unaffordable dreams? Not at all, with a "value engineering”, consensus
building and private sector involvement approach to capital investment.
This report, prepared for the Committee for Better Transit (CBT), describes
a plan for making these dreams a reality. CBT believes that trains could be
operating by the turn of the century if the Mayor and the Governor would
give their blessings to this plan and if a private firm were engaged to design
and build, and perhaps operate and maintain, the APPLE CORRIDOR.

(AALKALS)

APPLE CORRIDOR 1



Some Guidelines:

o To complete the plan as quickly as possible, and at an affordable cost, only
simple, basic plan elements would be constructed initially. Additional
incremental features would come later if their costs are justified by the
added benefits they provide. This is the essence of “value engineering”.

o Creative financing would allow the plan to proceed without new revenue
sources, other than the existing Passenger Facility Charge -- the three dollar
tax levied against each enplaning airline passenger. No additional City or
State funds would be required, at the outset, for the basic plan.

o A sense of urgency would be needed to bring about cooperation among key
affected public agencies, and business, labor and community interests. The
overall goal of the APPLE CORRIDOR -- to iink Manhattan'’s East Side with
Kennedy International Airport -- needs to be recognized as crucial to the
survival of the City and the Region as the epicenter of global commerce and
international cooperation. ”

The overali plan, shown in Figure 1, would contain the following elements:
o In Manhattan, the lower deck of the 63rd St. tunnel, completed over

twenty years ago, would be connected to existing trackage in Grand Central
terminal.

o In Long Island City, the lower deck would be connected to existing LIRR
trackage heading east to Woodside and Jamaica.

o The disused Rockaway Beach Branch of the LIRR from Rego Park to
Aqueduct would be restored for service.

o The on-airport rail line from Aqueduct to Kennedy Airport's Central
Terminal Area would be constructed to compatible "regional rail” standards.

o A new track connection would be built at Woodhaven junction to allow
direct Airport to jamaica trains.

(HAIKALIS)
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II. Reaching Consensus on a “Preferred Alternative”

CBT proposes the APPLE CORRIDOR as a first phase solution to the
intractable airport access problem. With two airports in New York City, and
over a thousand miles of standard gage railroad and subway track in place
there are countless possible plans for airport access. CBT suggests that a
good starting point for an “affordable” access plan would be to keep the plan
as simple as possible and to make the maximum use of existing resources.
The plan should incorporate state-of-the-art, industry-accepted transit
operating practices, rather than current regional transit agency norms. Each
affected community and constituency should be invited to participate in the
access plan decision-making process early on, before final commitments are
made.

Several key issues are discussed in more detail in this report. However, three
important general concerns should be addressed at the outset, as part of a
consensus building effort:

(1) Why invest substantial sums of money in rail links to the airports?

New York City’s two airports are almost totally motor vehicle dependent.
Over the past fifty years highway agencies located the region’s express
highways to serve the airports. The airport operator -- the Port Authority of
NY & NJ - constructed large parking facilities and complex access roads at
the airports to facilitate auto access for passengers and employees.

But with the continuing growth of commercial aviation and the increase in
auto use throughout the region, this complete dependence on motor
vehicular access has resulted in serious traffic congestion problem:s.
Expansion of roadways leading to the airports is virtually impossible, making
further addition of on-airport roadways pointless.

Furthermore, this excessive motor vehicle dependence causes many other
problems for the region -- unacceptable levels of air and noise pollution,
large numbers of injuries and deaths from traffic accidents and enormous
amounts of space consumed by the motor vehicle. With less than half of the
City’s households having cars, and given the transit dependent nature of the
extraordinarily dense Manhattan business district, a rail transit alternative to
the motor vehicle is clearly needed for access to the airports.

(HRKALLS)
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(2) Why focus on Kennedy first?

Kennedy International Airport is far larger in land area than LaGuardia
Airport. Kennedy has four runways compared to LGA’s two. Kennedy's
runways can accommodate the largest aircraft, used on long international
and trans-continental flights. LGA’s limited footprint contributes to its
widely recognized safety problems. Little room is available for maneuvering
from runways to gates. In severe winter weather de-icing must be done at
the gates, instead of immediately before take-off near the runways. Proposed
runway extensions into LI Sound cause difficult environmental problems.
Landing patterns in bad weather impose severe noise burdens on neighboring
communities.

LGA’s limited space also restricts its ability to handle air cargo or provide for
aircraft maintenance. These activities can be better located at Kennedy. Not
surprisingly, Kennedy is by far the larger workplace location, with 37,400
employees compared to LGA’s 9,200.

It is the busier airport as well, with 28.8 million annual passengers compared
to 20.7 million for LGA. During the evening peak hour (5pm-6pm) 58
flights, with 9,200 seats are scheduled to depart Kennedy. During this same
period LGA handles only 33 flights with 3,700 seats.

LGA’s primary advantage is its closeness to Manhattan. Business travelers
from cities in the Midwest and south find this attractive. Distances from East
Midtown to LGA are 7.5 miles compared 15.5 miles to Kennedy. The trip to
Kennedy is over more congested roads as well, leading to far greater travel
times.

But Kennedy is NYC’s link to the rest of the world. For NYC to remain
competitive, it must offer its international visitors a first class link to the
center of the city. An important benefit of a high quality rail link to
Kennedy is that it will facilitate “hubbing” of flights. Transfer between
international and domestic carriers will be enhanced if more domestic flights
were offered from Kennedy. Airlines would find it to their economic
advantage to shift a significant portion of LGA’s flights to Kennedy if CBT's
APPLE CORRIDOR plan, with its superior access to Manhattan, were put into
operation. In the longer term an LGA access solution will be needed.

CAMKALLS)
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(3) Why is a direct connection to Manhattan so important?

In contrast to most American cities, in NYC office buildings, hotels, theaters
and cultural institutions are much more concentrated in the core -- the
Manhattan business district. New York maintains its global dominance in the
arts, communications and finance because of the compact nature of its
central business district. Not surprisingly, a large fraction of air passengers
arriving at Kennedy and LGA are traveling to Manhattan.

It is important for NYC to treat its visitors well. Asking travelers to make
multiple transfers en route from the airport to their destinations in the city
center is not in NYC’s long term economic interest. Airport links that
require transfers, like Paris’ Orly, have not been successful. While direct rail
service to multiple destinations throughout the region would be desirable, it
would not be affordable. The region’s rail system is focused on the region’s
core, and by linking the airports to major terminals in Manhattan a
comprehensive regional airport access system emerges.

ITi. Key features and future options

A variety of detailed concerns about the APPLE CORRIDOR’s key features are
identified and addressed in the pages that follow.

(1) Queens routing

CBT’'s APPLE CORRIDOR routing through Queens is shown in Figure 2.
Instead of the Port Authority’s elevated guideway over the Van Wyck
Expressway from Jamaica to Kennedy, CBT proposes to restore service on the
unused Rockaway Beach Branch, from its junction with the LIRR Mainline at
Rego Park to Aqueduct Race Track. This line is a precious city-owned asset,
complete with structures and embankments, that is almost on a straight line
from Grand Central to Kennedy . New track and signaling would be installed.
Structures would be rehabilitated where needed and a new bridge, with
adequate vertical clearance for intermodal freight trains, would be built over
the LIRR Montauk Branch. Parking for the Forest Park Crescent apartments,
now temporarily occupying a portion of the right of way, would be relocated
nearby.

Restoring service on this line, not used since 1962, will increase noise levels
for an estimated 2,000 nearby dwelling units. Residents are justifiably

APPLE CORRIDOR 2
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concerned. Mitigation measures are essential and would include construction
of sound barriers and use of new, quieter rolling stock on airport trains.
Property owners could also be compensated for the installation of double
pane windows and central air conditioning. Careful attention to detail in the
community consultation process could result in carving out a host of
neighborhood parks from the wide right of way.

At Woodhaven, Junction the APPLE CORRIDOR crosses the Brooklyn Branch
of the LIRR which is in a tunnel under Atlantic Avenue. A double track
connection would be built in the southeast quadrant of this junction
permitting direct trains from Kennedy to the Jamaica LIRR Station and the
Jamaica Center business district. This connection would be similar to the
existing, but unused, connection in the southwest quadrant. The new
connection would require some property acquisition, including relocation of
two or three small industrial operations. Provision for eventual restoration
of the southwest connection would be made, when plans are completed for
extending LIRR service to Lower Manhattan. At the Jamaica LIRR Station
airport trains could use the same trackage as LIRR trains permitting a
convenient cross-platform transfer. The subway would be only two levels
down. Airport trains could be serviced at the recently completed LIRR
Hillside Maintenance Shops only a short distance east of the station.

South of Woodhaven Junction the Rockaway Beach Branch widens to four
tracks. At Liberty Avenue the subway enters the right of way. The APPLE
CORRIDOR plan calls for shifting the subway to the two westernmost track
beds, leaving room for the two airport tracks. North of Conduit Blvd., near
the Aqueduct Racetrack, a new cross-platform transfer station with the “A”
train subway would be constructed, as shown in Figure 3. Brooklyn and
Lower Manhattan-bound APPLE CORRIDOR airport passengers would make a
convenient transfer to the subway at this location. And Midtown-bound
passengers from the Rockaway Beach peninsula could also transfer from the
subway to high speed APPLE CORRIDOR trains to Grand Central.

A number of iocal buses could also be routed past the Agueduct transfer
station. One example of a routing pattern is shown in Figure 4. Airport
employees and Manhattan-bound commuters from Ozone Park and South
Ozone Park would find this an attractive station. If the Aqueduct Racetrack
were redeveloped into a residential community with neighborhood retail
space, the station could become the focal point for this development. If
designed with careful attention to community concerns, some airport-related
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commercial development could be incorporated, adjacent to the Aqueduct
Station.

South of the existing four track rail viaduct across the Belt Parkway the two
airport tracks would head east into Kennedy Airport. The two subway tracks
would continue south to Howard Beach and the Rockaways.

Advantages of CBT’s Plan Over the PA Plan

The Port Authority’s plan, to construct an elevated rail line in the narrow
median of a very busy expressway is costly and disruptive. In order to clear
overpasses crossing the mostly below-grade highway the guideway would
have to be forty-five feet in the air. The PA proposes constructing the
substantial footings needed in the median at late night hours. Failure to
clear construction equipment before the morning rush hour could lead to
substantial traffic delays, especially inconveniencing airport bound travelers
and workers. The aerial guideway, designed for light rail or rapid transit
loads, would be visually disruptive to the surrounding community. At
Jamaica the PA plan calls for a station two levels above the LIRR tracks. To
transfer to the subway at that location five levels must be traversed.

The PA plan could be modified to permit direct service to Manhattan by
providing a connecting link just west of the station. This viaduct would
permit Kennedy-Manhattan trains to bypass the jamaica Station and operate
directly west onto the LIRR Mainline to Penn Station and Grand Central.
This route would be only a half mile longer than the Rockaway Beach Line.
For Kennedy to Jamaica shuttle trains the elevated line would be about two
miles shorter. A

CBT favors the Rockaway alignment for several reasons -- it is far less costly
to construct, it offers a fast cutoff to Midtown Manhattan for Rockway and
Ozone Park residents as well as airport travelers, and it avoids the potentially
disruptive construction required in the highway. These benefits override the
obvious negatives -- increased noise for residents living along the disused
right of way and some land taking for the Woodhaven junction connection.

(2) On airport alignment

The on-airport portion of the APPLE CORRIDOR wouid generally follow
existing Port Authority plans, with two key changes. The airport line would

APPLE CORRIDOR 7
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leave the Rockaway Beach right of way just south of Aqueduct Station,
bypassing the Howard Beach Station. And only one en route stop, at Federal
Circle, would be provided to serve airport employee concentrations and car
rental locations. The station planned for employee parking would not be
needed with improved public transit access to the airport.

The airport line would continue under the taxiway and circle the Central
Terminal Area, stopping at six stations to serve clusters of terminals. The
Port Authority plan calls for a double track loop with island platforms.
Enough space is available to extend platforms to handle full length, 600 foot
subway trains (or equivalent length intercity rail trains). A minimum curve
radius of 350 feet could be achieved with some minor alteration of PA plans.
Climbing from under the taxiway to over the airport’s internal roadways
necessitates a short stretch (approximately 700 feet) of six percent grade.
While subway cars, and even Amtrak’s Empire Corridor TurboLiners, could
negotiate this grade the PA should look at less severe gradients in its final
design.

As the PA’s design is refined it would be important to reconsider the need for
a double track loop. A single track could easily handle the projected peak
hour loads. Side platform stations would be simpler and allow ramps directly
into terminal buildings. A short stretch of double track could be constructed
for operational flexibility, particularly if intercity trains are added at a later
stage. But the extra reliability from a full double track loop, given the
current performance of modern rail transit cars, may not be worth the
substantial added cost. One possible layout is shown in Figure 5. This plan
incorporates the PA’s two track, island platform to be built into the new
International Terminal Building, but otherwise uses side platforms, located
200 to 300 feet closer to the other terminal buildings than in the PA plan.

The Port Authority’s original airport access plan, challenging conventional
wisdom, called for a unique combination of an on-airport circulator and a
high speed trunk line carrier merged into a single system. This important
feature avoids a transfer at the airport and is retained in CBT’s APPLE
CORRIDOR plan. This type of train operation is not without precedent.
Figure 6 shows Chicago’s one hundred year old elevated “Loop”, at the same
scale, which functions as a distributor for trunk line rapid transit services.
For nearly a century Loop trains made ten intermediate stops as they circled
the twe mile perimeter taking about ten minutes. Intercity trains from
Milwaukee used the Loop as well. Recently the Chicago Transit Authority
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began operation of direct trains to Midway Airport from the Loop. The six
station loop at Kennedy would be less of a challenge, but the key is to keep
station dwell times to acceptable levels.

(2) Manhattan routing

The APPLE CORRIDOR serves one station directly in Manhattan - Grand
Central Terminal. This is the largest single destination area for airport
passengers and is a convenient transfer point to Metro-North trains for
service to Westchester and Connecticut. The terminal is a grand entrance for
visitors to NYC. Plans for refurbishing this magnificent terminal are well
underway. APPLE CORRIDOR trains will provide more potential customers
for the extensive new retail space under construction at the terminal. Three
of the city’s largest hotels connect directly to the terminal concourse.

But Manhattan is a carpet of destinations and many airport travelers will
have to transfer to another mode to reach these locations. Passengers with
luggage will probably want to take cabs for short trips. With its many exits,
and well organized cab lines, the terminal can comfortably handle the added
load of airport travelers. Passengers for Penn Station and points in New
Jersey could make a same-platform transfer to other LIRR trains at
Woodside, arriving in Penn Station only a few minutes later than at Grand
Central. Passengers for Lower Manhattan would transfer, across the
platform, to the A train at Aqueduct Station. If sufficient demand develops
direct Kennedy-Penn Station and Kennedy-Lower Manhattan trains could be
operated. |

Another proposal for rail access, made by NYC officials, calls for connecting
the "N” Train line which runs through the BMT subway in Manhattan
directly to LaGuardia Airport and operating special airporter trains starting
at City Hall. CBT supports this proposal, in concept, but as a second phase of
the airport access plan. If a direct track connection from the 60th St. tunnel
under the East River to LIRR and Amtrak trackage at Sunnyside, called for in
the City plan, were constructed APPLE CORRIDOR trains from Kennedy could
also use this route.

Direct LIRR rail access to Lower Manhattan has been proposed for many
years, and is receiving a new hearing. Proponents have suggested a track
connection between the BMT subway at Atlantic Avenue and the LIRR
Flatbush Terminal in Brooklyn. Trains to Kennedy could use this link, and a
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restored Woodhaven Junction connection mentioned earlier, to reduce
running times compared to the A train.

These Manhattan route options are shown in Figure 7 along with estimated
evening rush hour running times from stations in Manhattan to the first
stop on the loop at Kennedy Airport. APPLE CORRIDOR running time from
Grand Central would be 21 minutes. A direct train from Penn Station would
take 22 minutes. The “A” train running from Lower Manhattan, with a
coordinated cross platform transfer at Aqueduct, would take 39 minutes, and
from 42nd St. and 8th Avenue, 52 minutes. In later phases, with the BMT
connections in place, Kennedy times would drop to 32 minutes from Lower
Manhattan or from Times Square.

CBT believes its APPLE CORRIDOR plan linking Grand Central to Kennedy
Airport with fast, frequent rail service is the best starting point for airport
access. Additional connections and services can be operated in the future, as
a truly coordinated regional rail plan evolves.

(4) Streamlining the LIRR access link to Grand Central

The key feature of the APPLE CORRIDOR is the completion of LIRR access to
Grand Central Terminal. To keep costs down, and to maximize traveler
convenience, the plan would use the existing upper level loop of Grand
Central with its five platform tracks, as shown schematically in Figure 8.
Typical operation would be for LIRR trains to use the four westernmost
tracks (nos. 39-42) and their two island platforms (designated T and U).
Airport trains would use the fifth track (38) and with its own separate
platform (S). This would keep airport travelers out of the way of
commuters.

The loop trackage in the terminal would be connected to the completed, but
unused, lower level tunnels under 63rd St. that were designed and built for
LIRR and airport service. This would require the construction of two 3,000
foot long tunnel segments, mined or bored deep in the rock of Manhattan,
from 63rd St. and Second Ave. to 52nd St. and Park Ave. A three percent
grade, the current design guideline, would allow the two 63rd St. tunnel
tracks to connect to Grand Central upper level loop track leads ") and "C".
The five terminal tracks and three platforms would be used, without any
significant modification. Underrunning third rail would be replaced with
LIRR-style overruning third rail, or alternatively LIRR cars could be equipped
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with double-acting third rail shoes. Additional passenger access to the
platforms, from the north, is already under construction as part of a Metro-
North project.

Currently the LIRR plan, now the subject of detailed planning, calls for a ten
track terminal using the Lower Level of the terminal. A three track approach
is planned with a “flyunder” just below Metro-North trackage, avoiding
conflicts between inbound and outbound moves. The plan requires
reframing dozens of columns, excavating the lower level by five feet and
underpinning several buildings on Park Avenue including the Lever House.
All of these features are extracrdinarily costly, and provide little extra value
for the dollars invested.

CBT’s plan would provide a high capacity loop system that is operationally
similar to PATH’s World Trade Center terminal. The layouts are shown at
the same scale in Figure 9. PATH operates trains at a rate of 40 trains per
hour during the busiest peak periods. Curves are much tighter at the Trade
Center. The Grand Central loop track has a generous 350 foot radius in
comparison to PATH’s 115 foot radius. There is no reason why LIRR trains
could not operate at 15mph or faster around the loop. The new local-
express connection to the Queens Blvd. Subway line now under construction
in Long Island City has the same radius curve on its “mainline”. A goal of 30
scheduled trains per hour for the loop is not unreasonable.

Connecting to the upper level loop tracks at Grand Central has several other
advantages, besides drastically reducing cost. The upper level is closer to the
surface, reducing the climb for commuters and airport passengers. At the
south end of the terminal the upper level tracks have ramps that lead
directly to the concourse and the street. This popular feature of the much
heralded terminal will be especially cor.venient for airport travelers with
luggage that is equipped with wheels. Using the upper level keeps open the
option of using the lower level for future extension of Metro-North trains
south to Penn Station or wall Street.

(5) Long Island City Alignment

In Long Island City the APPLE CORRIDOR would require construction of two

tracks from the end of the existing lower level of the 63rd St. tunnel at Long
Island City to existing LIRR trackage at Harold Tower, as shown schematically
in Figure 10. Two 3,000 foot long cut and cover tunnels would be
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constructed, one for each track, crossing under Amtrak and LIRR freight
trackage at Sunnyside Yard. The two tunnel tracks would connect directly
into existing track beds of the LIRR Mainline local tracks. Track layout
shown also permits connecting to the Mainline express tracks for flexible
operation. Under normal operation most APPLE CORRIDOR trains from the
63rd St. lower level tracks would pass through this connection without
changing tracks. Using the local tracks is advantageous because at Rego Park,
the restored Rockaway Beach line connects directly with these tracks, keeping
costs down.

LIRR bi-level cars and dual mode diesel electric/electric locomotives, now
being built to serve non-electrified lines in eastern Long Island cannot use
the 63rd St. tunnel, and would operate on the two mainline express tracks
from Jamaica, continuing to Penn Station using the 32nd St. tunnels (Lines 1
and 2). Amtrak, and eventually Metro-North Hell Gate trains, would also use
these tunnels. At Penn Station, in CBT’s plan for early implementation of
regional rail, most trains using the 32nd St. tunnels would be through-
routed with trains using Amtrak’s Hudson River tunnels to New Jersey. This
would greatly enhance capacity of Penn Station, while opening up new
regional travel possibilities.

Plans for a Long Island City/Sunnyside intermodal transfer station are being
developed by MTA. One possible layout is shown in the schematic drawing.
Amtrak is developing plans for a flyunder in the eastbound direction, and an
upgraded bypass track in the westbound direction, eliminating conflicting
moves through this location. These Amtrak tracks are shown in the
schematic, though in a simpler, less costly layout. The transfer station
shown in the drawing anticipates CBT’s Penn Station through-routing plan
and simplifies the layout. No significant new trackage is needed, other than a
few turnouts. Platforms would be constructed adjacent to the eight existing
mainline tracks passing under the Queens Blvd. overpass. An interim access
system to these platforms from the overpass could be built at relatively
modest cost, with a “grand” station constructed later as part of a
redevelopment plan. Many of these features are shown approximately to
scale in Figure 11.

The two LIRR Port Washington Branch tracks would connect directly to the
33rd St. tunnels (Lines 3 and 4) to Penn Station. This discrete line, with its
own tunnels to Penn Station, would be operated more like a rapid transit
line, with frequent service and an integrated fare structure. Port
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Washington Line passengers bound for Grand Central, or for Kennedy
Airport, would change to APPLE CORRIDOR trains at Woodside.

In the longer term the Port Washington line could be routed through the
60th St. tunnel, as part of a comprehensive restructuring of rail and subway
lines. This restructuring would include consideration of the City’s proposal
for rail access to LaGuardia Airport and local developer aspirations to
relocate elevated railroad lines out of Queens Plaza. It would also anticipate
operation of Rockaway Beach rapid transit trains on the APPLE CORRIDOR,
making several additional stops in Queens and connecting to the 60th St.
tunnel. The 60th St. tunnel connection could be made just west of the
intermodal transfer station, as shown in Figure 11, to facilitate connections
and focus development. This effort could include reconfiguring Woodside
into a cross platform transfer station. Another option is to make provision
for a future “on-line” station on the 63rd St. lower level line from Grand
Central, near Northern Blvd., before it begins its climb to the LIRR Mainline
at Sunnyside. These possibilities are worth considering, but they need not be
put in the critical path of implementing the initial phase of the APPLE
CORRIDOR quickly.

The streamlined APPLE CORRIDOR plan at Long Island City contrasts with
the costly and elaborate plan currently being considered by the LIRR in its
East Side access plan. The LiRR would build six ramps at LIC instead of two.
The other four would lead to the Port Washington Line and to storage tracks
at Sunnyside Yard. Though desirable, these feature may not be worth the
substantial incremental cost.

(6) Schedules -

APPLE CORRIDOR trains would operate every ten minutes from Grand
Central Terminal to Kennedy Airport for 20 hours per day. Running times
are shown in Table 1. Airport trains would take 21 minutes to make the
15.2 mile trip from Grand Central to the first of six stops on the airport
loop, with intermediate stops at Woodside, Aqueduct and Federal Circle. This
is well within the capability of modern regional rail technology. The entire
round trip would take 51 minutes. With a nine minute layover at Grand
Central, only six train sets would be needed to maintain the basic service.
With one person train operation on-board labor costs are quite modest.
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Jamaica-Kennedy trains would also operate on ten minute headways. The 7.7
mile run to the first terminal would take 13 minutes. A complete round trip
from Jamaica to the airport and back would take 35 minutes. To assure a
convenient cross-platform transfer at Jamaica, in each direction, airport
trains would use one of the turnback tracks east of the station. Five train
sets would be required.

The on-airport loop service would operate every five minutes, recjuiring only
two sets of equipment. A system total of thirteen train sets plus three spares
would be required.

As a future option, Amtrak intercity passenger service could also operate
from Penn Station to the airport. Frequent high speed Turboliner-type
trains from Albany, Scranton, Allentown, Harrisburg and Atlantic City would
be able to serve both Manhattan and the airport increasing their ridership
potential. Rather than construct a separate terminal for intercity trains, at
least at the outset, these trains could use the airport loop. Typicallyan
arriving intercity train would circle the loop, making up to six stops, and
then proceed to a ground level lay up yard located somewhere between
Aqueduct and Federal Circle. A departing train would leave the yard, circle
the loop stopping to receive passengers and head for Penn Station. This
service only makes sense if Amtrak takes steps to minimize dwell time and
improve equipment utilization. This is the key to making these services
affordable in any event,

(7) Fares

As a starting point for discussion, fares could be assumed ccmparable to the
LIRR. The airport would fit into Zone 3, the same as Jamaica and Eastern
Queens. Manhattan to Airport APPLE CORRIDOR fares would be $3.75 off
peak and $5.50 peak. A $117 monthly ticket used at a typical 37 trips per
month basis would be $3.16 per one-way ride. The LIRR presently offers a
bus/rail combination ticket for weekly or monthly commuters. This adds
$0.74 per trip for regular monthly users. This combination might be offered
to subway/APPLE CORRIDOR transferring passengers at Aqueduct.

But LIRR fares are far too high to attract many NYC riders given the $1.50
base fare. They will be even less competitive when the MTA eliminates
double fares in july 1997. CBT has proposed that affordable unlimited ride
passes be offered for time periods of a month, a week, one day or two hours..
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These passes would be good for travel on any mode in the city -- rail, subway,
bus or ferry. For example, a monthly pass priced at forty times the current
$1.50 base fare -- $60 per month -- would be a tremendous boon to
ridership, citywide. If honored on LIRR trains as CBT proposes, the LIRR
would become a true regional rail service.

MTA has been reluctant to offer passes because of its high estimates of
revenue loss from its already frequent users. CBT has challenged these
estimates. But some revenue loss can be expected. Operating costs would
rise for commuter rail service to meet the much larger demand. The APPLE
CORRIDOR opens up new East River capacity by the turn of the century with
its streamlined 63rd St. tunnel connection to Grand Central permitting the
LIRR the opportunity to serve eastern and southern Queens patrons as well
as suburban commuters. At the same time, CBT has called for road pricing
strategies that would produce revenues for an affordable, vastly improved
transit service. The APPLE CORRIDOR is an integral part of this plan. Road
pricing, a innovative parking pricing on the airport, could go a long way
toward encouraging airport passengers, visitors and employees “to do the
right thing” - use the APPLE CORRIDOR, instead of driving.

(8) Ridership

Ridership estimates are difficult to make. For this cverview a few key
assumptions and goals are suggested. Assuming CBT’s proposed service and
fave levels, one goal would be to attract about three-quarters of the
Manhattan-Kennedy market, a large part of which now uses taxis or buses,
and about one quarter of the non-Manhattan market, which is primarily
auto-based. If the APPLE CORRIDOR is effective in shifting half of current
LaGuardia air traffic to Kennedy, because of its vastly improved Manhattan
access, a substantial core of ridership can be expected. Using 1993 PA air
passenger counts these assumptions produce an APPLE CORRIDOR estimate
of 10,200 daily trips from Manhattan and 5,500 daily trips from other
origins in the region to Kennedy. In addition, the APPLE CORRIDOR might
succeed in attracting about a quarter of the employee trips or about 6,400
trips to the airport. Another 3,000 persons might be attracted to the
system as meeters and greeters, accompanying traveiers to or from the
airport. Not estimated are other airport visitors who might be attracted to
the extensive commercial developments planned in new terminal buildings at
Kennedy.
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The APPLE CORRIDOR provides a fast shortcut for Midtown commuters from
the Rockaways, and from the Ozone Park area. If half of the current subway
riders from these areas shifted to the new line, about 10,000 more riders to
Manhattan could be expected. Even more ridership from these areas could
be attracted in the future as travel patterns change, and as development on
the Rockaway Peninsula is encouraged by the faster service.

Not including on-airport users, the APPLE CORRIDOR might attract as many
as 35,000 passengers each way, or 70,000 total weekday ridership. In
addition there would be a shift of as many as half of the LIRR riders from
Penn Station to Grand Central with the completion of the 63rd St. lower
level tunnel link. Some 50,000 LIRR riders to Penn Station would be
attracted to Grand Central. With the new East River capacity, and CBT's
proposed regional fare structure riders from Eastern and Southeastern
Queens would find the LIRR more attractive than a bus-subway combination.
Perhaps another 30,000 of these riders would shift to the LIRR, half of them
to Grand Central. Overall, the APPLE CORRIDOR might attract a total of
ridership of over 200,000, of which 25% would be airport travelers, making
it one of the busiest transit corridors in the U.S..

One concern about attracting large numbers of air passengers to a rail line is
the difficulty in handling luggage. With an attractive price, and very
fraquent service, the APPLE CORRIDOR would be appealing, even to
Manhattan travelers who now use taxis or other for hire vehicles. But the
possibility of through checked baggage from Grand Central remains difficult
because of heightened security due to worries about terrorism. Until this
can be overcome, perhaps the best approach is to have extra personnel on
hand to help travelers with luggage, with Red Caps at Grand Central and Sky
Caps at each of the six on-airport stations. Family and friends would be
encouraged to accompany travelers, given the appealing ride and modest
fare. For higher income travelers the APPLE CORRIDOR could offer Premium
Fare luxury service that would include attendants helping with luggage.

The APPLE CORRIDOR connects directly to the nation’s rail network. Amtrak
supports a limited mail and express capability at present, and might consider
the opportunity to enhance its market share with new links to Kennedy
Airport. Intermodal rail freight could also reach the airport on this trackage.
No U.S. or overseas railroads exploit rail connections to the airport for
freight, at present, although some experimentation is beginning in Germany.
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(9) Equipment -- Back to the Future

Acquiring new trains for the APPLE CORRIDOR airport service provides an
opportunity to introduce a new concept in train technology. Or more
correctly an old one. Arguably the most advanced train equipment ever
acquired by the NYC transit system occurred at the depth of the depression,
in 1933. Eager to win back new riders from the automobile, rail car
manufacturers and railroad and transit operators began to consider new
options. The Presidents Conference Committee (PCC), made up of key
executives of the then privately-owned transit companies, developed an
advanced streetcar design, which eventually became an enormous success. At
about the same time rail car builders, like Pullman and the Budd Company,
began to produce advanced lightweight “streamliners” for high speed train
service. A unique combination of the best of these two technologies was
developed by Pullman for the Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit Corp. (BMT).

BMT’s new lightweight aluminum train consisted of two identical end units
and three intermediate units permanently connected together as an
articulated train. Passengers could walk through the train without stepping
between cars. As many as nineteen units could be connected to form a single
continuous train. Figure 12 shows this train configured in a way that would
be useful for APPLE CORRIDOR service. Nine units would form a 298 foot
long train, equivalent to a five 60 foot subway cars, or four 85 foot
commuter rail cars.

While the BMT cars could serve as a prototype, rail technology has advanced
in the last 63 years. Paris, Hong Kong and Copenhagen have new articulated
rapid transit trains of advanced design. The MTA'’s new technology train has
many of the propulsion and control features that would be desirable in a new
train. The United Aircraft TurboTrain and the PATH car demonstrate that
aluminum trains can be both lightweight and strong enough to meet Federal
railroad safety standards, which would be specified for the APPLE CORRIDOR.
The initial fleet of sixteen prototype trains, capable of eventually running
either on the subway or the LIRR, would be a large enough procurement to
advance the state of the art, while small enough to allow necessary
refinements to take place as the cars are placed in service. They could serve
as the precursor to the Transit Authority’s plan to purchase 100 new-subway
cars for the Queens Blvd. Connection.
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The interior layout of the original BMT cars is very close to what would be
desirable for the APPLE CORRIDOR airport service. The 32 inch wide bi-
parting doors lead to a generous holding space which would be convenient
for passengers with luggage. Framing this space are three rows of two by
two seating at each end. All together a nine-unit train set could seat 320
passengers, while still leaving adequate space for luggage on the floor or in
overhead racks.

These trains would be designed to couple together in groups of two to four
sets. The APPLE CORRIDOR platforms at Grand Central, originally used by
long intercity trains, could handle a four-set, 1,200 foot long train if that
were ever needed. In-service coupling of trains en route to form longer units
is a way to make more productive use of limited track capacity. While once
common in the U.S., few transit properties now use this practice. Butitis
quite common overseas. Once the initial APPLE CORRIDOR service is
established, some experimentation with train coupling could be considered.
An obvious candidate would be train service to the Rockaway Pennisula,
where the two branches converge and connect with the APPLE CORRIDOR at
Aqueduct Station.

IV. Creative Financial and Institutional Arrangements

The entire APPLE CORRIDOR project including the streamlined connection to
Grand Central Terminal, the restoration of the Rockaway Beach line, the
connection to Jamaica at Woodhaven Junction, the on-airport loop at
Kennedy and airporter trains will cost an estimated $1.585 billion if
construction could begin in two years. Of this amount, $739 million is for
the LIRR East Side Access. This cost estimate is based on the 1993 MTA plan
for the LIRR East Side Terminal, factored downward to reflect the vastly
simpler, and therefore less costly, project as described in this paper. The
basis for this estimate is described in Table 2. Other costs are estimated in a
comparable way and summarized in Table 3. These estimates are for full
implementation including planning, engineering, construction management
etc.

The Port Authority’s plan for rail links to Jamaica and Howard Beach is
estimated to cost $1.1 billion. The PA will advance this capital funding for
the project, and repay it from two sources -- the Passenger Facility Charge
(PFC) of $3 collected by the PANYN) from each enplaning passenger and its
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regular capital budget for on-airport improvements. The PFC revenue
stream can support about $700 million in capital improvements.

CBT proposes that the APPLE CORRIDOR be constructed, instead of the
current PA plan. This plan will cost $485 million more than the PA plan,
but will include the LIRR Grand Central access project as well. CBT assumes
the PA will continue to contribute its $1.1 billion to this vastly superior plan.
The MTA Capital Program, as recently amended, allocates $50 million for the
LIRR East Side project. The remaining $435 million could come a variety of
resources. Federal “new start” transit funds could be sought. Funds now
allocated to highway expansion could be reprogrammed. Alternatively, the
PA could advance the money, build the entire project and then be
reimbursed by the MTA on a trackage rights basis, once service begins early
in the next century. The PA could “buy” a twenty percent share in the
completed segment of the 63rd St. lower level tunnel which was built for
railroad and airport use. This is about the proportion of peak hour capacity
that would be used for airport trains in the APPLE CORRIDOR plan. At
current prices, this completed tunnel shell may have a replacement value of
close to a billion dollars. The MTA could use this $200 million to reduce its
trackage rights fees to an amount that would support the remaining $235
million to complete the project. This sum could easily be funded from
expected increased annual revenues to the LIRR once service begins to the
East Side.

The APPLE CORRIDOR would be undertaken as a single cooperative, joint use
project. The PA and the MTA would reach an agreement and contract with a
third part -- a private vendor -- to design and build the various components
of the project. It would organized as an “airport” project, with a projected
revenue stream from trackage rights agreements, for its no-airport users. In
this way the PA could use its resources, and the PFC funding, to finance the
construction cost.

Operating costs are another matter. High fares reduce subsidy requirements
but also curtail use. One person train operation requires the cooperation of
organized labor. Maintenance agreements with the LIRR »r the Transit
Authority could avoid the capital and operating costs of a new, separate
facility just for airport trains. Mentioned earlier in this report was the basic
issue of increasing use of LIRR lines in NYC by including them in an
integrated, unlimited ride pass fare structure. A coherent citywide strategy
of charging motorists for the costs they impose on the city, and using some
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of these revenues to make transit more affordable and attractive, is a
sensible strategy. Kennedy access is a good case in point. The PA should
consider charging motorists who pay nothing for the use of its elaborate and
costly roadways, when passengers are dropped off and cars are not parked,
and charging employees for parking space.

The Mayor and the Governor have much to gain by endorsing CBT’s APPLE
CORRIDOR. The Mayor gains an extraordinary airport rail link at no cost to
the city, even as most of its investment in construction activity takes place in
the city. The Queens Borough President gains a major boost to its largest
industry - aviation -- restoring Kennedy’s competitive edge over Newark
Airport. And the Governor can accomplish a great deal -- LIRR East Side
access and a direct Manhattan-Kennedy and Jamaica-Kennedy rail links -- with
no new outlay of state dollars. Doing more with less is always a good idea,
but especially in the current political climate.

We invite the Mayor, the Governor and the Borough President to join us on
the inaugural run of the APPLE CORRIDOR, on January 1, 2000.
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Table 1 - Distance and Estimated Travel Time

Grand Central - Kennedy International Airport

Grand Central Terminal
Woodside Station
Aqueduct Station
Federal Circle Station
Terminal One Station
Delta Station
International Station
TWA Station
British/United Station
American Station
Federal Circle Station
Aqueduct Station
Woodside Station
Grand Central Terminal

Miles

0.0

5.0
11.8
13.3
15.2
15.4
15.7
16.1
16.2
16.6
18.6
20.1
26.9
31.7

Jamaica (LIRR) Station - Kennedy Internationa! Airport

Jamaica (LIRR) Station
Aqueduct Station
Federal Circle Station
Terminal One Station
Delta Station
International Station
TWA Station
British/United Station
American Station
Federal Circle Station
Aqueduct Station
Jamaica (LIRR) Station

0.0
4.3
5.8
7.7
7.9
8.2
8.6
8.7
9.1
11.1
12.6
16.9

Minutes

o)

7
15
18
21
23
25
27
28
30
33
36
44
51

0

7
10
13
15
17
19
20
22
25
28
35
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Table 2 - "Affordable” GCT cost estimate
Based on costs published in STV's 1993 Report

Item original cost estimated % new cost
millions millions

contracts: (in July 92 $)

at Grand Central

C-1 199 0% o)
C-2 96 10% 10
C-3 116 95% 111
line equip./track/signals 102 20% 20
station finish 49 5% 3
GCT Total 563 144

at Long Island City

C-4 77 95% 73
C-5 319 34% 108
line equip./track/signals 131 34% 45
LIC Total 527 226
Total Contract Cost 1,090 370
Contingencies (20%) 218 74
Total with contingencies 1,308 444
Other Costs* 324 110
Total Cost in july 1992 1,632 554
inflation** 545 185
Grand Total 2,177 739

*includes design 8%, construction management 12%
LIRR supervision & review 4.75% , total “other” 24.75%
*x 4.25% compounded annually, assume July 1999 (33.4%)

Mote: Contract C-1 is for work south of 52nd St., C-2 is from 52nd to 55th

Sts., and C-3 is north and east of 55th St., C-&4 if from Northern Blvd.
Through Yard A and C-5 is east of Yard A.
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Table 3 - Estimated Capital Costs for APPLE CORRIDOR
(In 1999 $ - including allowance for design, adm., inflation etc.)

Grand Central Terminal Access (See Table 1) 739

Restore Abandoned Rockaway Beach Branch (Rego Park to Aqueduct)

- restore 4.2 miles of double track railroad @ $8 million per mile
= $34 million

- replace bridge over Montauk Line = $10 million

- relocate parking spaces at Forest Park Crescent = $2 million

- install sound barrier along 2 miles of route = $2 million

- provide resources for property owners to install double pane windows and
central air conditioning to reduce noise - 2,000 housing units @ $5,000
per housing unit = $10 million

- relocate Aqueduct Station and provide for cross platform transfer to
subway = $20 million

- subtotal $78 million

Woodhaven junction

- construct new track connection in southeast quadrant for Kennedy to
Jamaica service, including purchase of right of way $100 million

Total off-airport cost $907

Rolling stock - special airporter cars
- 16 9-unit 298 foot long articulated trains sets @ $8 million = $128
Total cost including equipment $1,035

Total cost of PA access plan $1.1 billion, less the following items:
station at Jamaica LIRR, 3 miles of elevated guideway in median of Van
Wyck
Expressway, Howard Beach and Employee park ride stations, rolling stock,
maintenance facility. Savings = $550 million
Net PA cost = $550 million

Total GCT access and airport cost = $1,585 billion
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Figure & - Feeder Bus Lines to Aqueduct Station
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Figure 5 - Layout at Central Terminal Area
Kennedy International Airport
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Figufe 6 - Chicago Elevated Loop (W\\KﬂL\S\)



Figure 7 - Manhattan Distribution Options
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Figure 8 - GCT Track Diagram



Figure 9 - Comparison of GCT and WTC Terminal Loops
GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL LOOP
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LESTER A EPSTEIN &ASSOCIATES
Real Estale - Jnuestments §

11 EAST 477H STREET TELEPHONE
New Yok, N.Y. 10017 . (212)371-7810
FAX

(212)371-7813

June 15, 2000
Anthony Japha, Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access Project
469 Seventh Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10018

RE: 47 East 44th St.; MTA/LIRR East Side Access Project DEIS
Dear Mr. Japha,

This is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MTA/LIRR East Side Access Project with
respect to our property at 47 East 44" St., Manhattan.

We disagree with the Preferred Alternative Options 1 &2 contained in the DEIS as it proposes to demolish our
property and replace same under Option 1with a ventilation structure and under Option 2 with a ventilation and
HVAC climate control structure for the LIRR facility at Grand Centrai Terminal which demolition we believe is
unnecessary and will adversely affect us, our tenants, the MTA and the general public. To wit:

1. The MTA is the adjoining property owner to our said property owning 341 Madison Ave., 345 Madison A ve.
and 347 Madison Ave. The MTA bldg. at 347 Madison Ave. has a one story extension in the rear and a three
story extension with an entrance on 45® St. contiguous to said one story extension as evidenced by the
attached copy of the survey for their property. The said ventilation and/or HVAC housing can be placed in
either or both locations which the MTA already owns eliminating the need to acquire our property and to turn
44th St. into a construction site for up to 2 years (p. S-16, p. 17-9). The sites referred to in the DEIS (p. 5-26
& 5-27) refer to the main building of 347 Madison Ave. and not to the extensions. —

2. The analysis of the real estate market contained in the DEIS is incorrect insofar as it states outdated 1999 =]
information from Garrick Aug (see p.5-36), real estate brokers. which includes a claim that there is a 25%
retail vacancy rate in Midtown Manhattan and from Cushman & Wakefield, real estate brokers, which
includes a claim that there is significant availability in the office market and that existing tenants can be easily
relocated (see p.5-36). The situation has dramatically changed since those reports were issued with less space
now available. We believe that relocating our retail and office tenants will be extremely difficult and will likely
result in hardship and disruption of our tenants businesses which may not be covered adequately by the
Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Act of 1970 {p. 5-32 t0 34,17-8 & 9). —

3. Specifics regarding the proposed Ventilation and or HVAC housing are inadequate except to state that the  ——
MTA and its subsidiaries are not subject to NYC zoning requirements which leaves in doubt the actual
intentions of the MTA in connection with the proposed condemnation of our building (p. 6-22 and 6-23)




Anthony Japha. Chief Program Executive
‘une 15, 2000
Page 2 :

Additionally, we have noted during inspections of our property by persons authorized by the MTA in connection ] @
with this project that the proposed ventilation facility would not need entirely occupy our 25 x 100 plot and would
appear to vent the new LIRR GCT facility into the existing louver vents at the rear of 345 Madison Ave. ] @
adversely affecting the MTA itself. The need for less space is certainly evident under Option 1 while it is not stated

that alternative sites for the HVAC/ventilation housing were even considered in evaluation of either Option 1 or 2 J @
(see P. S-13).

Additional points which we believe that should be considered in connection with the East Side Access and this

DEIS are:

1. Increase in Midtown Manhattan air pollution levels (see p. S-37)

2. Congestion in the overcrowded Madison & Lexington Ave. areas near GCT as both streets are already

notorious for their narrow sidewalks which force pedestrians to walk in the heavily trafficked street during

peak periods (p. 9C-14 &15, 9C-52 to 57); The DEIS seems only concerned with reducing congestion at Pen

Sta. (p. 2 -31)

Congestion in the overcrowded IRT Lexington Ave. subway at GCT.(Ch. 9C)

Inadequate comparison and evaluation shown for the possibility of bringing both the LIRR Port Washington

& Main Lines through the 63° St. Tunnel to the now or formerly proposed 3™ Ave. Terminal ; (p. 2-32 to 2-

35)

5. Economic feasibility of the Preferred Alternative is open to debate and subject to political process and future
economic conditions which cannot be determined.

1
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We believe that the use by the MTA of its existing property in connection with this project or its consideration of a
different plan altogether will result in substantial savings of public money and less disruption to business and in
the already congested area near Grand Central Station. -~

¢

Very t;u.ly%rs,

/
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s




CAROLYN B. MALONEY
147H DistricT, New YORK

2430 RavBuRN BuiOING
Wasrington, DC 20515-3214
1202) 225-7944

COMMITTEES:

DISTRICT OF FICES

O 1651 THiRD A venuE
Suite311
New York, NY 10128
1212) 860-X606

D 28-11 AsToriA Béu&vno

BANKING AND FiNANCIAL

SERVICES Astomia, NY 11102

1718) 932-1 804

Congress of the nited States

House of Representatives
TWHashington, BE 20515-3214

Testimony of Congresswoman Carolyn B. Maloney

Before the Metropolitan Transportation Authority June 15, 2000

GOVERNMENT REFORM

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

Thank you for the opportunity to address you today. I am pleased to submit testimony to
the MTA on East Side Access, a project that will have a positive affect on my district, both in
Manhattan and Queens. I also want to commend the board on its decision to build a full-length ]
Second Avenue Subway. Although we are here to comment on the Draft Environmental [mpact (D
Statement for East Side Access, I think the message that many of us want to convey is that East

Side Access needs the Second Avenue Subway if it is going to work. They are part of the same

transportation solution and they must be considered together. The DEIS is stunningly silent - @
about the Second Avenue Subway. -

When the LIRR connection is completed in 2009, it will dump thousands of additional
riders onto the East Side. The DEIS indicates that the Preferred Alternative studied is expected
to bring about 62,000 LIRR riders into Grand Central Station during the 4-hour weekday AM
peak period in the year 2010. The DEIS evaluates the impacts that East Side Access will have on
bus and subway lines around Manhattan and Queens. For instance, the DEIS notes that the
additional LIRR passengers will result in significant impacts to the Nos. 4 and 5 express lines @
southbound in the AM peak hour.

[ believe that the discussion of the impact of adding more passengers to the already
overcapacity 4 and 5 trains is inadequate. There is no room on these lines for existing
passengers. To talk about adding more people without a Second Avenue Subway tc alleviate
congestion is an absurdity. The Lexington Avenue Line is 40% to 60% over-capacity during the

peak hours. The DEIS does not discuss how a full-length Second Avenue Subway would help to

reverse the negative impacts on the Lexington Avenue Subway Line. Without a full-length

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



® LSecond Avenue Subway, over-crowding will create dangerous conditions for riders. The already

®
®

prans

r_ over-crowded cars will not be able to handle even the six passengers per car that the DEIS
calculates will be added. And signal adjustments to the line will not be enough to mitigate the

{ negative impacts to the Lex Line. A supplemental DEIS should discuss the importance of a full

Second Avenue Subway to provide an outlet for these new passengers when the LIRR project is

completed.

@ The DEIS is incomplete without a discussion of the way the Second Avenue Subway will
alleviate some of the environmental problems created by East Side Access. Since these projects
" should be built in tandem, the DEIS for East Side Access should include greater detail about the

effects of the Second Avenue Subway.
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MEMORANDUM
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

TO: Mr. Anthony F. Japha
Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue
New York, NY 10018

FROM: Chung-Kuo Chiang, Ph.D.,PE (- W (7
Rew York State Ecpartment of Transportation

Hunters Point Plaza
47-40 21 st Street
Long Island City, NY 11101

SUBJ: Review Comments on East Side Access
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
May 2000

DATE: May 24, 2000

Comments:
1. On title sheet “BRONX” County should be “BROOKLYN” instead? | (D

2. Table of Contents, on page xix add a line “Appendices” after Index. l @
3. Chapter 1, page 1-5 table 1-1 it added up 101% not 100%. ' @

4. Chapter 3, pagc 3-18 Table 3-2 Total Acres added up 283,800 not 183,700? 4
and the percent of total was over 154% not 100%? Please check numbers.

S. Chapter 4, page 4-3 5.1%, 6.6%.,39.6%, 6.9%, 9.0% 90.3% the % symbol @
can be eliminated. (Typical comments for all DEIS tables, please make them ]
consistency and check for accuracy).

6. Overall this is a very Compreheasive, Thorough and Sound report.
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THOMAS S. GULOTTA
COUNTY EXECUTIVE

ERCHE

[F JUN 6 2000

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE !
ONE WEST STREET ;
MINEOLA, N.Y. 1 1501-489S

May 31, 2000

Anthony F. Japha, Chief Program Executive, ESA
MTA LIRR East Side Access

469 7th Avenue

New York, New York 10018

Dear Anthony,

Thank you for your letter of May 17, 2000 and the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the East Side Access
Project.

I am forwarding the Executive Summary of the DEIS to Paul

Ponessa, Director of the Planning Commission, for his information
and review.

Thank you for brlnglng this matter to my attention. If I may be
of assistance to you in any way, please feel free to contact me.

Warmest_regapds,

/48

THOMAS S. GULOTTA
County Executive

TSG:pan
CCS #20025603
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STEVEN AUSNIT

124 EAST 61 STREET
New Yorx City. NY 10021

(212) 838-8913 E @ @ ” W

(212) 832-8410 (FaX) D,
JUN 7 2000
June 6. - "f_f-“-._ T
May-30, 2000 e AR
Anthony F. Japha
LIRR Iiast Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York City, NY 10018-7625

. : : Dcar MT.*JaPhas

Thank vou for sending me the DEIS on the LIRR East Side Access, which I
have read with interest.

As the owner of scveral properties on 61% Street, under some of which the
proposed tracks of both option | and option 2 would run, I am writing you to
strongly urge the choice of option 2. @

Option 2 is not only so much less expensive, less disruptive, and less subject to
conflict and litigation, that it is hard to understand how option 1 even remains
under consideration.

With the reasons for the choice of option 2 so overwhelming, I trust that in this
instance, the decision as to which option will indeed be chosen will be based on
the indicated advantages and on common sense, and not on any yet unknown
political considerations or pressures that could arise in the future.

Sincerely yours,

" Steven Ausnit

P
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NEGEIVE
! (JUN 7 2000

222-33 Kenilworth Drive
Oakiand Gardens NY 11364-1427

718-279-5850
- G BYEL,
U484 S5iY¥ ACCESS
Anthony F. Japha RE: DEIS: ESA
Chief Program Executive
East Side Access

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
347 Madison Avenue
New York NY 10017

Dear Mr. Japha,

This letter will constitute my response to your Draft Environmental Impact Statement regarding
The East Side Access Plan for the Long Island Railroad.

I support construction of the East Side Access’ proposed LIRR access to Grand Central Ferminal. T
Specifically, | support the Preferred Altemnative due to its lower construction impact on

communities along the new alignment and because it is least likely to adversely affect Metro-

North Railroad operations. | oppose the other alternatives presented.

However, my support is not unconditional. I favor construction of the new LIRR line envisioned @
by MTA’s plan, but only if it is supported by appropriate improvements to subway infrastructure ‘I

and to Grand Central Temminal itself. Further, | believe MTA to have underestimated the impact @
of this project on the Lexington Avenue subway lines; a reliance on the published impact

estimate could be detrimental both to LIRR riders and subway patrons. MTA was also not @
specific conceming ADA-compatibility of all aspects of the new Grand Central Terminal facility.

Lastly, signage is already inadequate and confusing in Grand Central Terminal, and should be @

revised and improved as this project progresses.

Lexington Ave Subway Impacts: Any mitigation efforts not including a subway along the full
length of Second Avenue, from Harlem (if not the Bronx) to Whitehall Street, will be utterly
ineffective in preventing the paralytic effects of overcrowding on the Lexington Avenue subway.
New signal equipment, better tracks and turnstile management will indeed benefit Lexington
Avenue subway patrons, and should be pursued as part of a “State of Good Repair” plan, but it is
unrealistic to believe that these will noticeably affect service during an additional deluge of
arriving LIRR passengers.

Construction of East Side Access must be paired with a firm commitment and adequate identified
funding for a full-length Second Avenue subway line.

ADA Access: The new LIRR station within Grand Central Terminal (GCT) represents an
opportunity to improve ADA access to GCT. Not only should the new LIRR station be generously
equipped with appropriate elevators and ramps, but ADA access between the LIRR, Metro-North
Railroad, Lexington Avenue, Shuttle and Flushing IRT lines should be improved.

There is currently no ADA access to the IRT #7 platform at Grand Central station; further, access

to the various subway lines is fragmented. This can be remedied as part of the new construction @
plan, especially since the MTA should be closely coordinating East Side Access with any subway
improvements within the GCT area. Among desirable improvements, | believe the MTA should
install elevators and ramps to improve pedestrians’ ability to both use and bypass the LIRR
facility efficiently, depending on their travel plans. For example, elevator or ADA ramp access
should allow direct transfer from LIRR or Metro-North Railroad to the Lexington Avenue lines (or
to their level), direct access to the #7 subway, or direct access to the Main Concourse.
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contrast and large letters should replace existing signage in the main concourse, as well as being
part of the new LIRR facility. Currently, patrons frequently have trouble finding the subway when
alighting from commuter trains. Patrons with poor eyesight cannot use existing GCT signage.
New signage can remedy this.

Signage: Signs in GCT are few in number and confusing. As part of this project, signs with good , @

The East Side Access project, specifically the Preferred Option with LIRR tunnels undemeath
existing Metro-North tracks, can be of great benefit to the region, but only if it supported by
appropriate Terminal and subway infrastructure, as indicated above. | oppose the No Build
alternative, and believe alternatives involving substantial "cut and cover”’ construction may
adversely impact too wide an area and cost the MTA much good will and support among the
public.

Sincerely,

Ron M. é_rxel, MD, MBA
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2\ BOARD ofF EpucatioN ofF THE City oF NEw YORK -

Harold O. Levy, Chancellor

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
110 LIVINGSTON STREET - BROOKI YN NY 11201

NECEIVES
JUN 12 2000

CI¥103 CHIEF, PROG. EXFE.
EAST SIDE ACCESS

Reference No: 2000-292

June 12, 2000

Mr. Anthony F. Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, New York 10018

Dear Mr. Japha:

As the Chief Executive of the Division of School Facilities of the New York City
Board of Education, | am responsible for ensuring that an environment conducive
to the education of our students is maintained at each of our facilities. A review
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the East Side Access Program
leaves me greatly concerned about the impact this project may have on the
Newcomers Academy which is a public high school immediately adjacent to the
proposed work area in Long Island City.

The Newcomers Academy is located at 28-01 41%* Avenue and currently has
almost 1,500 students. This school building is immediately adjacent to the
proposed work site proposed for this Project. This school is currently operating
at 123% over capacity. All Queens High Schools are currently overcrowded and
operating at 124% of capacity. | am mentioning these figures to impress upon

you the necessity of keeping the Newcomers Academy functioning during all @
phases of the East Side Access project. Relocation, for any reason, is simply not

an option.

We are concemed about the dust and noise that will be generated at the @

construction site that may adversely effect the health and safety of the students
and staff at this facility. We are also concemed about the maintenance of the
structural integrity of the school building itself, as the tunneling to be done will @
occur almost directly under the building. An ongoing Transit Authority project
that occupies the same site as is contemplated for the East Side Access Project
has caused tremors in the building even though the project is not nearly as large.

-1}

The Transit Authority construction project created several incidents in which
excess dust penetrated the building and, during the project's early stages, @
created a great deal of noise that, on several occasions, disrupted the learning
environment in the school. In addition, for quite some time after construction
began, the Transit Authority did not properly block off its construction site from j

@

DIVISION OF SCHOOL FACILITIES e« 28.11 QUEENS PLAZA NORTH . LONG ISLAND CITY, NEW YORK 11101



06/14/2000 WED 10:59 FAX MTA-EASTSIDE ACCESS doo3

005734
Anthony Japha
Page 2

posed a clear danger to the students. Despite the obvious nature of this danger,
it took several weeks for the Transit Authority to correct this situation. The
school's overall experience with the current Transit Authority project does not
provide us with the confidence that during the East Side Access Project the
necessary efforts will be made to ensure the health and safety of the students
and staff at this school.

the streets commonly used by students to gain access to the school and this J @

While the Draft Environmental Impact Statement admits that the project may

have "significant adverse noise impacts”(p. 17-49) on the Newcomers School, we @
do not believe the proposed mitigation measures will meet the requirements of
existing New York State statutes or the needs of the school

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that "to avoid disrupting
activities at Newcomers School, LIRR would consult with school officials during
final design to ...consider the need for sound insulating construction fencing".
We do not believe the installation of sound insulating fencing will be a
satisfactory solution to the problems of noise and dust that may well occur at this
school.

The school is a four-story structure immediately adjacent to the proposed
construction site. [tis a building that is not supplied with air conditioning. This
means that during warm weather the school depends on open windows for refief
from the heat. As sound generally travels upwards and the school towers above
the site, we do not see how the proposed remediation will prevent this project
from violating the requirements of the State Education Law, Section 135.5,
Uniform Safety Standards for School Construction and Maintenance Projects.
This section of the State Education law mandates that “construction and
maintenance operations shall not produce noise in excess of 60 dba in the
occupied spaces of school buildings".

In addition, to our concerns about the noise impact of this project and the impact
statement's inadequate coverage of this issue, we are also very concerned about
air quality and dust. The impact statement treats the possibility of dust from the @
project as if it were not a substantial problem. However, the location and the
need to keep windows open during warm weather leads me to believe that both
dust and air quality will be significant problems at the Newcomers Academy.

Therefore, we believe that this project should not move forward without a firm
commitment on the part of the MTA to do whatever is necessary to prevent a @
negative impact on the learning environment at this school. A careful reading of

the Draft Environmental Impact statement does not give us this assurance.
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Anthony Japha
Page 3

We are more than willing to meet with representatives of the MTA to determine
what must be done to ensure that the 1,500 students at the Newcomers School
will not be adversely effected by this project and that the project itself meets all of
the requirements laid down in section 155.5 of the State Education Law. @

We have been contacted by representatives of the MTA who have given us
verbal assurances that they intend to do everything possible to work with us to
ensure that there is no negative impact to the Newcomers Academy. However, |
must repeat that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, as currently written,
gives us no such assurance.

erely,

Patnma Zedalis Wd

Chiel Executive
For School Facilities

PZ:RM:pnc



X TS LN e

CLAIRE SHULMAN
PRESIDENT

M e e

{718) 288-3000
TDD (718) 286-2656
TELECOPIER (718) 286-2885

CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF THE
PRESIDENT OF THE BOROUGH OF QUEENS
120-55 QUEENS BOULEVARD
KEW GARDENS, NEW YORK 11424-101S

Junpe 13, 2000

Mr. Anthony F. Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, NY 10018

RE: East Side Access
Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Japha:

Environmental Impact Statement, I am especially concerned about the alternatives or
options under consideration regarding the removal and disposal of excavated tunnel
matedal (spoils). As T have expressed on a number of occasions, the Long Island
Railroad’s option of transporting 94,000 truck loads of excavated tunnel material through
the streets of Queens is not a viable alternative.

is by rail transport. As have indicated previously, New York City’s Department of
Environmental Protection is successfully using rail transport to remove and dispose of
tunnel spoils for the Third Water Tunnel currently under construction in Queens. T he
Iong Island Railroad should view this approach as the only acceptable approach to
remove and dispose of the nearly three-quarters of a million cubic yards of excavated
spoils from the Queens side of the project.

In response to your request for comments on the East Side Access Draft

I am aware that your preferred option for the removal and disposal of tunnel spoils @




Reading from page 17-17 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement dealing
with construction impacts;

« A less desirable option would be to remove the spoil from Yard
A (and also from the Manhattan access shaft) via truck. This
would result in the generation of approximately 124 truck tnps
per day during peak periods of tupneling work. Due to the
potential for a large number of both daily truck trips and total
truck trips (since nearly 750,000 BCY of material could
potentially require transport from Yard A, a total 0£ 94,000 truck
trips over the approximately 10-year construction period might
be required), rail transport is the preferred option for rermoving
spoil from Yard A.”

It makes no sense to even consider this option as a back-up plan to be utilized for
spoils disposal in the event the preferred rail option is not adopted. This alternative 1s
simply not acceptable.

Further, I still have concerns on how passenger safety will be addressed when the
Long Island Rail Road discharges its riders joining the #7 Flushing line riders at Grand
Central Station for connections to the Lexington Avenue line. Although various
estimates of the number of railroad passengers transferring at 42 Street to the Lexington
Avenue line have been used over the past few years, even the lowest ridership estimate
will result in a significant crowd control situation on the already crowded platforms of the
42" Street subway station.
Zﬂécrcly,

‘é’({%{ 'La',é%’uu

CLAIRE SHULMAN

President !_
Borough of Queens

CS:em
Japha.060

C. Assembly Member Catherine Nolan
Dolores Rizzotto, District Manager CB#2
George Delis, District Manager CB#1

| ©
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Long Island Association, Inc.

80 Heuppauge Road
Commack, Long Island, NY

11725-4435
S
M
Jumpe.13, 2000 )
' 00 Ji" 14 poas
Mr. Virgil Conway v
Chairman G
Metropolitan Transportation Authority SIEI
347 Madison Avenue : CHAI

New York, NY 10017
RE: East Side Access Project
DwChau-man Conway: _

. Wﬁi]c I‘ cannot attend tmﬁormﬁv’s bearing, the Long Island Association would very much like to
submit this letter for the public record in strong support of the East Side Access Project of the Long Island
Rail Road. The LIA believes that this project is the most important project now being planned for the Long
Island transportation system and will benefit all of our residents. '

- Providing service to the East Side has been one of the dreams of transportation planners from

' Long Island for many years.: The cuxrent inability of the Long Island Rail Road to go directly to the East

Side requires tens of thousands of comamiters to use service to Penn Station and then go backwards to the
East Side through Grand Central Terminal. Not only is this inefficient, it also reduces the incentive for
many thousands of commuters to use mass transit to go to the East Side, thus significantly increasing the
number of automoabiles entering Manhattan each day. Given a choice between taking their automobile
directly to the East Side or taking mass transit to the West Side and then going backwards after transferring
to a subway or bus, many commuters choose the automobile to the detriment of congestion and air
polluton ' ‘

The East Sidc Access Project through which Long Island Rail Road commuters will be able to go
directly to the Bast Side will provide a meaningful incentive for thousands of automobile drivers to change
to mass transit for the direct ride to Grand Central. In-addition, it will also provide a new choice for
thousands of commuters who now do not go to Manhattan because it is not convenient for them to get to
the East Side without taking their automobile. Thus, this project will not only bring more commuters to
ruass transit, it will also reduce the mumber of automobiles entering Manhattan, thus reducing traffic

congestion for thousands of other motorists who must take their automobile.

The East Side Access Project will increase transportarion efficiency, reduce air poliution, increase
economic activity throughout the region and allow the Long Island Rail Road to expand their service
through the acquisition of new cars and the development of new service yards, It will pravide much needed
flexibility to our transportation systein, just as we enter a new era of competition with: other cities and
regions that are expanding their transportation system. The Long Island Association urges the Mctropolitan
Transpertation Authority to move forward on this project as soon as possible. All of the residents of the

_ region will benefit from its deyplppment.

Sincerely,

| Mitchell H Pally é; '
/ice President for Government Affairs

Serving"Long Island since 1 926

ﬂ

1

Gouvl

 631-493-3000 - - FAX 631-499-2194 - u_wa.longislandassoéiation.org



Remarks of
Senator Dean G. Skelos
eputy Majori eader
New York State Senate
East Side Access Project EIS Hearing
June 15, 2000

Chairman Conway, Regional Administrator Thompson, while | am
unable to join you this evening, | nevertheless wanted to make sure
that my full and unequivocal support for the MTA's Long Island Rail
Road East Side Access Project is made part of tonight's official

hearing record.

First, let me say that the district that | represent in southeast Nassau
County will benefit tremendously from this project. Clearly one would
expect support from someone in my position. But my case today on
behalf of the East Side Access Project is much broader in scope and
carries with it my perspective as NYS Senate Deputy Majority Leader
and the Senate designee to the MTA Capital Program Review Board.

From a State and regional perspective, this project is critical to the
future of our economy and mobility. It is a project that provides
benefits not only for people who live in, work in and commute
between Manhattan, Queens, Nassau and Suffolk counties, but for

those around the entire metropolitan region.

Of course it will allow the LIRR to achieve its projected 20% growth

over the next ten to twenty years. But it will do so much more.




It will link the East Side of Manhattan with the new rail line that is

being built to service JFK Airport.

It will reduce the pollution and congestion associated with 12,000

cars that now traverse the East River bridges.

It will provide for economic stimulus to the Long Island City business

district through the project's proposed station in Sunnyside, Queens.

It will free up platform space at Penn Station, allowing for Metro-North
trains to be diverted there for customers who want to reach west side
destinations, such as the World Financial Center and the World Trade
Center. Those riders will no longer have to compete with crowds on
the Lexington Ave subway, providing a better trip for them as well as

the tens of thousands of Manhattan commuters on the Lex line.

East Side Access will bring with it many thousands of construction
jobs to the entire metropolitan area over the life of the project as well
as many thousands of additional supporting jobs throughout New

York City's five boroughs and the surrounding counties.

But beyond the regional argumenits for this project are even more
compelling ones from a national perspective. In that sense, East
Side Access is literally one of the best "New Start" investments in the
~ country today. Few others can guarantee the type of return on
investment it will provide from the first day of its opening.




Some 50,000 riders will use it on day one, and each and every
taxpaying commuter who uses it will save an average of nearly 40
minutes a day roundtrip. That's three hours a week and about 18
days of productive work and or family time a year! Clearly this is an
efficiency that is good for not only for the national, regional and local

economies, but for our families and their quality of life as well.

Ultimately, the project will serve about 179,000 commuters daily,

saving all of them similar amounts of time.

As many of you know, the State of New York stands squarely behind
this and a number of other MTA expansion projects. The State
Legislature and the Governor recently approved the MTA's 2000-
2004 five-year Capital Program, the largest and most comprehensive
in the transit agency's history. As such, we, as a State and a region,
have stepped up to the plate in terms of funding the local portion of
the East Side Access Project and many other worthy transit needs
throughout th.e MTA system.

As far as a federal commitment to the project is concerned, over the
past three years the project has received some $46 million in federal
"New Start" earmarks. This year's $10 million appropriation secured
in the House will help move the project forward toward initial

construction elements late this fall.




But obviously more needs to be done at the federal level in terms of

support.

Let me then take this opportunity to ask that the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and Federal DoT do everything possible to
move forward expeditiously to finalize this EIS and grant this project

the Full-Funding-Grant-Agreement it so rightly deserves.

Secondly, let me suggest that the Administration provide more than a
token amount of funding for this project in its FFY 2002 budget
proposal, which | would imagine FTA and DoT will be working on over

the next few months.

The project, which is authorized in TEA-21 at $353 million, will require
many multiples of the $10 million the Administration recommended
for it this past fiscal year. Given the State's firm commitment, it is

now clearly up to the federal government to help make this and the

MTA's other proposed expansion projects possible.

| thank you for the opportunity to comment on this terrific project and |
look forward to working with the MTA and the FTA tc bring this worthy
project to completion as quickly as possible so that tens of thousands

of riders can benéfit.

#H#HH
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June 15, 2000

Anthony F. Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, NY 10018

Re: F-00-520
FTA - Metropolitan Transportation Authority - East Side
Access, NY/NYC
Acknowledgement of Project Information

Dear Mr. Japha:
S
The Department of State has received the information describing the above proposed project on May 22, 2000
and has determined that the submitted documentation is adequate to commence our review of your proposed
project. We will contact you if additional information may be necessary for consistency review purposes.

Kindly ensure that the forwarding letter and the complete document in two volumes (the basic document and @
the appendices) are mailed to the New York City Department of City Planning, Local Waterfront
Revitalization Program, Waterfront and Open Space Division, 22 Reade Street, Room 6W, New York, NY
10007-1216. By copy of this letter, it is requested that the New York City Local Waterfront Revitalization
Program provide us with their comments on this proposed project within 30 days of their receipt of the
documents from you. —

You ard the Federal Transit Administration will be notified of our decision when we have completed our
review of this project for its consistency with the New York State Coastal Management Program.

Please call me at (518) 473-7969 if you have any questions.

_Sincerely,

—

David E. Buerle
(Oastal Resources Specialist

DEB:dlb

cc: FTA - Anthony G. Carr
DEC/Region 2 - Charles deQuillfeldt
NYC LWRP - Wilbur Woods

Voice: (518) 474-6000 Fax: (518) 473-2464 E-mail coastal @dos.state.ny.us
www.dos.state.ny.us/cstl/cstiwww.html
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Martin E. Goldslein — Second Vice Chair

Committee to the MTA every Doty - Evcutive Dietar

347 Madison Avenug, New York, NY 10017 « 212/878-7087 « Fax 212/878-T481 | Mary whsies Admisienee e

E-mail: mail@pcac.org » 'World Wide Web: http.//www._peac.org
MEMORANDUM

TO: Pam Burford, LIRR

FROM: Joshuz |.. Schank, PCAC Transportation Planner

RE: Commetits on East Side Access Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DATE: June 20, 2000

The PCAC is on record supporting the LIRR East Side Access Project. Based
on what is presented in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), the project
should procead, Lsing Option 2 as the method for getting LIRR trains into Grand
Central Terminal. Option 1 would probably be very difficult to compiete. In the past,
building owners on Park Avenue have objected to Metro-North cut and cover
construction, anc they are likely to be able to stop this project.

We do, however, Iave the following concerns about the DEIS:

Effects on the Lexington Avenue Subway

Our primary concern is with the effect of this project on the subway trains under
Lexington Avenue. which will have to accommodate new riders once East Side Access
is complete. Accarding to the DEIS, the impacts on the subway would only be partially
mitigated (page 1-21), and this is not satisfactory. Moreover, some of the mitigating
measures will nct accomplish very much at all. For example. the “Step Aside” program
does not actually work without enforcement personnel, since passengers tend to ignore
etched tiles on the floor or use them to help position themselves [n front of an opening

subway door.

© ©

Moreover, the DEIS downplays the impact of new riders on the Lexington Line.
Although “six riew riders per car” on the 4 and 5 trains does not sound like very many in
the abstract, ir reality it would make a big difference. First of all, these are trains that
are already operating at greater than 100% 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 uniform manner. Some
cars on a train could get only one or two extra riders, while athers could get ten or
twenty, if arly space is available at all. This would greatly exacerbate already
unacceptable conditions on the city’s most crowded subway line.
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Given these problems, the PCAC supports the completion of the Second Avenue
subway in concert with East Side Access. East Side Access should not be completed
without a full length Second Avenue subway.

Funding Concizrni:

Since we ar eager to see this project completed, we are alss concemed about
its long-term funding. The DEIS assumes that 50% of the funding for this praject will be
from the federal covernment, but so far this money has not been appropriated. Funding
for the project should be nailed down in advance to the extent politically possible so as
to ensure project completion.

The Biltmore Floom

Proposed changes to the landmarked Biltmore Room in Grand Central Terminal
would significantly alter the visual character of the terminal, despite DEIS claims to the
contrary (page S-27). Although the removal of the temporary newsstand in the middle
of the room will h2ip restore the room’s character, it would not compensate for the
major visual charges produced by new escalators to be installed at the northern end of
the room. The 1ewsstand should be remaved, and this historically significant room
should be preserved, without the infrusion of escalators.

Parking Mitigation Measures at LIRR Stations

The DEIS cloes not thoroughly detail a workable strategy for dealing with the
parking shortages at LIRR stations that will result from this project. Attempting to switch
riders from one stztion to another with fare incentives may work if it is coordinated with
schedules, as is the case at Metro-North. A specific plan for doing this should be
outlined in the finzl EIS. Also, given the track record for feeder bus service on Long
Island, why is il zissumed that feeder bus service will wark at this fime? Since the vast
majority of LIRR ritiers drive to their local station, and one of this project's main goals is
to increase LIRR ridership, parking mitigation is vital to the success of this project. The
final EIS must consider other measures to substitute for the ones above.

Reductions in YMT and Automobile Congestion

The DEIS projects that East Side Access will help to reduce VMT (page 1-13)
and highway corgastion (page 1-14). Daes this projection take into account the pent-
up demand for automobile transportation currently suppressed by congestion and high
auto travel times? Will space freed up on the highways soon disappear as other
commuters find the highways more attractive? Will some of these commuters be
former public traqsportation users? The ability of mass transit projects to reduce VMT
and auto congestion has been strangly questioned, and no postwar transit project in
this country has accomplished these goals. What is the MTA's responsibility in
addressing increases in VMT which may occur as a result of the initial projectled
decrease?

AIr Quality _
The DEIS projects an improvement in air quality in the New York region due to

new LIRR custornirs who formerly drove (page S-37). Is this based on the assumption

doo4
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that East Side Acesss will reduce VMT for the region (see above)? Moreover, would
the number of vehicle “cold starts” increase or decrease with East Side Access? Cald

starts are a maore serious contributor to poor air quality than VMT. Since most LIRR @
commuters drivz 1g their boarding station, and there will be more LIRR riders after East
Side Access is complete, does this mean that “cold starts” will increase?

Land Use and Zcning

The DEI$ argues that intensive commereial 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 major infrastructure
investment? ARhough this is not the purview of the MTA, were strategies for @
coordination with *h= city considered? City Zoning changes in the 1980°s were intended
to decongest East midtown and encourage development further West. Yet the East
Side Access project will 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?

Miscellaneous .

o 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 Sunnyside Station
could not be built independently or as part of the TSM alternative.

» ltwould be helpful to know more abaut the future of reverse-peak service; this is not 3
explained thcroughly (page 1-14). A full description of expected LIRR service to D
Penn Statian and Grand Central Terminal after the completion of East Side Access
should be in the body of the final EIS.

» What will be the impact on transit revenue when LIRR riders walk rather than use @
transit once they arrive in Manhattan?




06/30/2000 FRI 14:10 FAX MTA-EASTSIDE ACCESS d1002

THE ASSEMB 1
STATE OF NEW
ALBANY '

¢HAmw0MAN
BOR COMMITTEE

[__ COMMITTEES
Rules
. Labor
i Veterans
CATHERINE NOLAN .o me i . 'Waya & Means
37 Assembly Dislrict Corporations, Authorities & Commiasions
Queens County MTA Capital Program Review Board

June 28, 2000

Anthony Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, N.Y. 10048

Dear Mr. Japha:

I write regarding the East Side Access Draft Environmental Impact Statement. T am
concerned about the alternatives under consideration for the removal of excavated tunnel
material (spoils). As the excavation area is in a train yard adjacent to the main line it should be @
convenient to use rail at the site to move the spoils. "Removal by (ruck, as suggested as an
altermative, would be unacceptable as Long Island City is very congested with truck traffic. The
impact on the surrounding community if trucks are used would be severe and long term.

Also, | remain concemed about the impact upon the crowding of the Lexingtou Avenue
subway as more passengers will be boarding at Grand Central. I do not believe that any @
mitigating actions 1o increase capacity on the Lexington Avenue line are planned as part of this
project. Short of a new East Side subway something more must be donc to incrcase capacity.
Efforts to improve passenger movements in and off trains have been unsucccessful in the past and
1 am thereforc skeptical they will work in the future. Current plans call for the Second Avenue @
subway to be opened some time after aftcr East Sidc Access is completed. 1 do not think that the
plans are sufficient to absorb the new riders as predlcted Other efforts should be looked at
mcludm;, speeding up the 2™ Avenue subway

Finally, I concur that a new Long Island City LIRR station would hclp maintain and
further Long lsland City as a business ccnter and reduce congestion in Manhattan and Queens, @
however I think that a better connection between the proposed “Sunnyside station and other

transit and Queens Plaza is necessary.

- ' " Catherine Nolan

ig
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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS ,
Jui. 10 2000 I
EXECUTIVE OFFICES —

60 HUDSON STREET, NEW YORK, N.Y. 10013- 3394

website: nyclink.org/buildings ' — f
Richard C. V15cont1 RA.

(212) 312-8000 Acting Commissioner
TTY (212) 312-8188 (212) 312-8100
FAX: (212) 312-8088
June 29, 2000 E-mail address:

richardv@doblan.ci.nyc.ny.us

Mr. Anthony F. Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, NY 10018-7605

Dear Mr. Japha:

My staff has reviewed the draft environment impact statement for the East Side
Access Project that you forwarded to,the Department along with a cover letter dated May
17, 2000. Please be advised that the Department has a number of concerns.

If the 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. The Department also has a procedure for monitoring
vibrations that may effect landmark buildings (copy enclosed). It is requested that this @
procedure be followed if work adjacent to Lever House or any other landmark or historic
structure is necessary.

Metro-North regarding the operation of cranes and derricks (copy enclosed). The
Department would request that a similar MOU be executed with the Long Island Railroad

The Department of Buildings has a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with] @
prior to any work being performed.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concermns.
Ve/vﬁ truly yours,
Cchon ( e (G
Richard C. Visconti, R. A.
Acting Commisstoner

Enclosures

c: Satish Babbar
Stanley Shor
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July 7, 2000 .
Anthony F. Japha
Chief Program Executive, ESA
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
LIRR Cast Side Access
469 7" Avcnue
New York, NY 10018-7605
Dear Mr. Japha:
Re: FTA/MTA
East Side Access
New York City
95PR1757
The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the submitted Draft Environmental Impact
Sutement (DEIS) prepared for the MTA/LIRR East Side Access Project (including the Draft Programmatic
Agreement). We have done so under the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966. '
‘We also had the opportunity today to discuss the materials with Donald Burns of the Federal Transit @
Authority’s Region 2. During that conversation, we communicated that our officc is comfortable with both
the DEIS and the Druft Programmatic Agreement. We havc no substantive comments at this time.
We look forward to reviewing the Final E1S, as wcll as the Programmatic Agreement. If anyone has any
questions, pleasc call me at (518) 237-8643, ext. 3271. -

Sincercly,

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Actlon Agency
O3 printed on recycled paper
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN
July 7, 2000

E. Virgil Conway

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
347 Madison Avcnue

New York, New York 10017

Dear Chairman Conway: .
We are submitting our written testimony on the East Side Terminal Draft Environmental Impact

Statement for your consideration. We support this important project but ask that the MTA study

the opportunity to provide a one-scat rail trip from the East Side Terminal to Jobn F. Kennedy @
Airport. '

Thank you for giving this suggestion serious consideratior..

Enclosure

c: . Susan L. Kupferman, Special Assistant to the Executive Director

Joseph B. Rosse, Chairmarn (212)720-3200
»o Reade Streat, New York, N.Y.10007-1216
' FAX (212)720-3219
http:l/www.ci.nyc.ny.USlplanning



July 7, 2000

NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
TESTIMONY ON EAST SIDE TERMINAL
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

- The proposed East Side Terminal for the Long Island Rai] Road (LIRR) at Grand Central
Station will be a sigmficant improvement to the City’s transportation system. For decades many
thousands of commuters have taken the LIRR from Queens and Nassau-Suffolk to Penn Station and
then headed back to the East Sidc of Manhattan where they work. The East Side Terminal will
dramatically shorten their commutc by providing LIRR service directly to Grand Central. By 2010,

with the East Side Terminal in place, 62,000 additional people will travel directly to Grand Central

|

during the weekday moming period. .

The East Side Terminal also is the best starting point for another important link in the City’s
transit system -- a one-seat rail trip ﬁ'mﬁ Manbhattan to John F. Kennedy International Airpo:t (JEK).
Studies by the Port Authority, the City Planning Department and the MTA have shown that most of the
potential riders for rail service to JFK would start their trip within walking distance of Grand Central
Station. Approximately 70 percent of all jobs in Midtown are within walking distance of Grand
Central. By comparison, only 36 percent.of thes¢ jobs are withun walking distance of Penn Station.
Although consideration isbeinggive.n-tc providing airport access to JFK from Penn Station (using the @
LIRR and a connection at Jamaica to the Airtrain), we believe the more prontising approach is .to
provide airport access from the East Side Terminal, and this alternative should be studied in the
environmental impact statement.

Needless to say, providing the most efficient and attractive possible train service to JFK would

produce considerable environmental and economic benefits to the City. Airport access would relieve

congestion on some of the City’s most heavily trafficked arteries, including the Van Wyck



Expressway, and would address recurrcnt complaints from the business cbmmunity, tourists and others
about how difficult it is to get from JFK to Manhattan. —
Providing airport access from Grand Central \;vould, however, involvc making difficult ]
decisions about how to use himited rail capacity. The draft environmental irnpact statement (DEIS)
indicates ti1at the capacity of the 63" Street Tunmel is limited to 24 trains per hour to Grand Central.
The proposed action would devote all the available peak-hour capacity in the 63" Street Tunnel to

LIRR commuters. If some of these trains were used to provide the one-seat rail trip to JFK, commuter

service would have to be scaled back. More analysis is needed of how best to usc the available

infrastructure. -

The MTA should analyze the feasibility of providing a one-seat ride to JFK as part of the
Eastside Terminal project and the East Side Terininal should be built in a way that, at the very least,
would accommodate a one-seat nde to JFK in the future. It is essential that the opportunity to achieve
a onc-scat ride to JFK from Grand Central not be lost. Unless the DEIS is revised to include a
consideration of a one seat ride to JFK, the public and the decision-makers will be denied an
opportunity to fully evaluate and comment on the potential effects of the proposal. ~

Specifically, the DEIS should be modified as follows:

1. The DEIS should evaluate an alternative scenario that includes a one-seat ride to JFK from the

EastSide Terminal , o -

' Sonmg
2. 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. forecasts indicate that all 24 LIRR trains
using the 63™ Street tunnel and servicing Grand Central would be devoted to increased LIRR
. commuter scrvice under the proposed action. This would preclude the possibility of providing

a one-seat ride to JFK from Grand Central.

|1

3. The DEIS should evaluate the consistency of the proposed action with current public policies,




ISRV VY

including consistency with the goals and objectives of the MTA’s ongoing study of airport

access to JFK.

] L

Another issue that deserves more attention are the planming and zoning proposals in Long Island City.
New York City is committed;ro developing the commercial core of Long Island City to create a new,
24-hour, mixed-usc neighborhood. To that end, the Department of City Planning has filed applications
for zoning map and text changes that would create the zoniﬁg capacity for new office and residential
development within a five-minute walk of the LIRR’s proposed Sunnyside Yard station. The new
station will play an important role in the success of this new neighbofhood. The DEIS should describe
more fully the City’s planning and economic development strategy for Long Island City, and focus in
particular on how thc 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 Boulevard

bridge, which is the pedestrian connection between the new station, the Queens Plaza and Queensboro

Plaza subway stations and the area to be rezoned. ' -
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

9 METROTECH CENTER BROOKLYN, N.Y. 11201-3857 E @ @: ﬂ W [_5" ‘¥
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July 7, 2000 -
Mr. Anthony F. Japha
Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10018
RE:  East Side Access Proposal
Dear Mr. Japha:
J b
The Fire Department has evaluated the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the (;)

above referenced project. Wec will have no problem supporting thc project with the J
manpower and equipment currently available to us.

Because of the size and nature of this project, it is imperative that this Department be
kepl 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
Inanpower access to all construction sites, tunnels and emergency exits. In addition, fire

hydrants must be available in proximity to work sites and tunnel entrances. @

Beforc and during construction, we would require access to tunnels and work sites in
order to conduct familiarization drills for local fire units. This will enable our pcrsonnel
to conduct sitc safety inspections and to become familiar with tunnel entrances and
firefighting equipment. o

In order to determine if any Fire Department utilities are in the affected streets, you may
call Mr. Dilip Badami of our Bureau of Fire Communications at (718) 999-2941.

Captain Robert Weinman of our Public Transportation Safety Unit (718) 999-2961) is our
contact person for this project. He currently sits on one of your advisory boards and he
will be concerned with issues such as exits, frefighting equipment below ground,
communications, ventilation, lighting, fire detetection and power shut-off.



07/18/2000 TUE 13:43 FAX MTA-EASTSIDE ACCESS doos

If you bave any questions, please call Captain Gerald I'. Wren at (718) 855-8571.
Very truly yours,

“:274//4/

Daniel A. Nigro

Chief of Operations
DAN:GFW:ep
Japha
Cc:  Mike Vecchi
Chief of Staff

Capt. Bob Weinman, PTSU
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National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 400 W. 31st Street, New York, NY 10001

JUL 12 2060 !
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July 11, 2000 - EAST SiIE ACCESS ‘

Mr. Anthony F. Japha
Chief Program Executive
LIRR East Side Access
469 7" Avenue

New York, NY 10018-7605

Dear Mr. Japha:

Included herewith are Amtrak’s comments on the LIRR East Side Access Draft
Environmental Impact Statement dated May 2000, and received by this office on
May 18, 2000. Should you have any questions regarding the attached please
contact Mr. Joseph DeVito of my staff to assist you. He can be reached at (212)
630-7779.

As rail transportation providers, we view the East Side Access project as a
favorable enhancement of existing LIRR service and an opportunity to provide
improvements to the entire region’s rail service. We also believe, however, that
this important service should and can be provided with minimum disruption to

other regional rail transportation providers. Our comments reflect those areas ‘3’)
where we are concerned that the draft EIS does'not fully identify potential

impacts and necessary mitigation measures applicable to Amtrak or Amtrak
service, particularly during the lengthy construction pericd. We would be happy

to discuss these further. -

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft EIS.
Sincerely,

. 2. Exnt (0

Waiter R. Emst
General Manager
Metropolitan Division, Amtrak

Cc: Lefitia Johnson, Regional Administrator, FTA
Anthony G. Carr, Deputy Regional Administrator, FTA

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak)

Comments to MTA/LIRR East Side Access
Draft Epvironmental Impact Statement of May 2000 (DEIS)

July 12,2000

The East Side Access Project (“ESA” or the “Project”), whilc an important
project for the region, has the potential to significantly disrupt Amtrak’s Northeast
Cormidor operations (that is, its service from Washington, D.C. to Boston). Amtrak is in
the final stages of implementing its new, congressionally-mandated high-speed rail
service for the Comidor. This high-speed service is critical to bringing transportation
services in the northeast into the 21% century, as well as to fullilling Amtrak’s concurrent
mandatc to operate subsidy-free by 2001. The success of Amtrak’s high speed rail
program requires the delivery of high-quality, reliable and on-time train service. Amtrak
storage, service, inspection and maintenance operations at Sunnyside Yard in Queens are
a crucial component in delivering this service. If the impacts of the ESA at Sunnyside
Aard both during and after construction are not properly evaluated and mitigated,
Amtrak’s ability to provide its train service will be scriously compromised, and
Congress’ multi-million dollar investment in high speed rail service will be {rustrated.

The level of detail provided in the DEIS makes it impossible for Amtrak to
comment on all of the potential impacts of the ESA. Note that, in general, Amtrak
supports the ESA and understands that the complexity of the ESA Project makes it
difficult to outline fully cach and every impact. TTowever, the lack of specifics provided
in the DEIS, combined with the very real potential for serious impacts to Amtrak train
service, means additional work is nccessary to understand Project impacts and
appropriate mitigation. In addition, we are concerned whether sufficient Project
resources have been committed for this mitigation. We have outlined herein our major
concerns with the DEIS as jtis written.

General

1. Throughout the DEIS, assumptions regarding Amtrak’s payment of
East Side Access Project-gencrated expenses are in error. These costs should be
added to the ESA Project costs noted in the DEIS section on Commitment of
Resources and elsewhere; otherwise, it cannot be assumed that the underlying
improvements will be built, and the resultant impacts must be disclosed. @

In the description of Project Alternatives at p. 2-30 and Tables 2-3 and 22-7, the
cost estimates for the preferred alternative 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
ESA capital costs.” We note that the items listed in the Tables provide little or no benefit
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to Amtrak: the fourth loop track is for use by LIRR to Yard A, and the westbound bypass
providcs no benefit to Amtrak, as explaincd at number 12 herein. Moreover, even if
Amtrak stood 1o gain from the improvements, there are no plans or money in its budgel

(ot expected to be available) to pay for them.

As another example, the discussion on p. 17-35 assumes that Amtrak will pay for
the permancnt relocation of Buildings 2, 3 and 4 in Sunnyside Yard. That discussion
incorrcetly states that Amtrak plans to demolish those buildings and construct a new
facility for maintenance and yard personncl. While this redevelopment was identified as @
a long-term planning possibility in the context of a possible NYCTA land purchase, it is
not currently in Amtrak’s budget or plans, and it has ncver been Amtrak’s expectation (o
pay for such relocation. Accordingly, if thosc buildings were to be demolished, the ESA
project must address the permanent relocation of the functions in those buildings in new
structures. '

By assuming that Amtrak will pay for Project-related mitigation, the DEIS
attempts to undertake capital project budget decisions for Amtrak. This is unacceptable. @
While Amtrak and MTA/LIRR may in the future come to a contractual understanding
concerning the sharing of capital costs related 10 EAS and the use of Amtrak property,
Amtrak has not yet, nor is it ever required to, financially participate in this Project. ’

2. Throughout the DEIS, the bascline drawings used for Sunnyside Yard
are outdated and do not reflect current conditions at the Yard.

For example, the access roadway from 42™ Place 10 the new High Speed Rail @
Service and Inspection I acility is not indicated, and the impact of the Fourth loop track

on this roadway (and therefore to access the High Speed Rail Facility) is not discussed.
Use of up-to-date and more completc drawings would allow a morc complcte
deternination whether the ESA Project will impact recent and existing construction,
including buildings, track, catenarics, substations and utilities. Amtrak would be happy
to provide such drawings.

3. Without elevation drawings of proposed construction at and about
Sunnyside Yard, it is not pessible to asscss the potential for impacts from the ESA
Project to the existing electric substations, utility tunnels, air compressor station, @
utilities, catenaries and other existing facilitics at the Yard.

We request that such drawings be made available so that the potential for those
impacts can be assessed.

! While the DEIS reflects that Buildings 2, 3 and 4 are planned for demolition, all
other documents submitted to Amtrak reflect the desired demolition of Buildings 3, 4 and
5. DPlease clarify.
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4. While Amtrak fully anticipates confinuing active cooperation with
MTA/LIRR on the ESA Project, it is not clear what is meant on by the statement on
p. 5-30 that “negotiation ... in regard to construction and operation of the East Side
Access project will take place within [an] alrcady established leasing relationship.” @

Amitrak is under the impression that a new agreement specific to the Project is
conlemplated to address issues such as LIRR’s need for additional cascments on site,
payment and timing for Amtrak facility relocation, future yard usage, and many other
issues. While Amtrak supports the Project and anticipates continued cooperation, 1t
cannot do so at the expense of its own opcrations.

Contaminated Materials — Impacts

S. The DEIS underestimates the potential impacts to groundwaters and
soils at Supnyside Yard from Project de-watering activities and omits a reasonable
alternative which would avoid most of thosc impacts.

As noted in the DEIS (pp. 14-7 to 14-9), Sunnyside Yard is a NYS Class 11
Inactive Hazardous Wastc Sitc with petroleurn and PCB contamination, and a plume of
PCB-contaminated oil floating on groundwater in the northeast portion of the Yard. The
steps in the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (“DEC”) proccess for clean-
up of such Sites are: (i) a Workplan for the Remedial Investigation (RI) for the site must
be approved; (ii) the RI is then written and it must be approved; (iil) a I'easibility Study 1s
submitied and nst be approved; (iv) a Preliminary Remcedial Action Workplan (PRAD)
is written and must be approved; (v) a Public Meeting is held; (vi) a Record of Decision
is writicn and issued; (vii) documents for remediation work are prepared; and (vii1)
contractors ave chosen, and work is scheduled and carried out. Pursvant to an Order on @
Consent (the “1989 Order on Consent”) for the site cxecuted by Amtrak and New Jersey
Trapsit in 1989, Amtrak’s only obligation at this point is to perform a Remcdial
Investigation and Fcasibility Study of the Yard.

Sunnyside Yard had been broken up by NYS DEC into manageable sections for
purposes ol the invcstigation and clean-up evaluations. The section of Sunnyside Yards
where the plume is located is identified as Operable Unit 3 (*OU3”). As of July 5% the
scope of the RT Workplan for OU3 submitted to the NYS DEC by Amtrak and NJ Transit
initially in 1997 is still not fully resolved. In the meantime, Roux Associates, consultant
to Amtrak and NJ Transit, is operating a passive rccovery system at the plume that
consists of one trench and two passive oil skimmers. Becausc this is a passive system at
one section of the plume, it camnot be expected to recover most of the oil. (The
paragraph discussing Sunnyside Yard at p. 14-19 implies otherwisc.) Thus, it cannot be
assumed that the NYS DEC process will be complete, and the majority of the oil out of
the ground, before work commences on the ESA Project in 2001.
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Even with the safeguards indicated in the DEIS [or construction of the TBM
launch site, the real risk remains that the PCB-contaminated plume wll be atfected.?* If
there is movement of the plume from de-watering activities, thc cfficacy of the
contingency plans involving reinjection are unknown. In any cvent, reinjection will
require obtaining injection permits and performing the necessary construction for
injection, all of which will take time, forcing construction to stop in the midst of activity.

Any movement of the plume, either vertically through a groundwater depression
(drawdown) or horizontally through a drawing action, is not acceptable, eitber to the
NYS DEC or to Amtrak. Movement of the plume would have some or all of the
following adverse consequences:

the volume of soil contaminated with oil and PCBs would increase

spreading the oil over a larger arca would make recovery and cventual
cleanup more difficult

. any down gradient soils previously remedisted to accommodate track
work (including those on LIRR property) may be recontaminated

. lowering the groundwater would allow the plume to go beneath the sewer
line which currently acts as a barrier to northcrn movement. @

Movement of the plume would also require its recharacterization for NYS DEC as
well as recharacterization of nearby soils, 4 new remedial action workplan and feasibility
study, and considcrably increased final remediation costs.

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 NYS DEC's satisfaction could
rcquire later action and interfere with later operations.

A rcasonable alternative to the very possible and grave consequences of moving
the plumc is available 1o thc Project sponsors: remediation of the free-floating product
before the ESA Project begins. With such remediation, the adversc consequences of a
drawdown would be significantly reduced. In addition, the ESA Project would bencfit by
saving on Imonitoring costs, testing costs, and possible design and construction costs for a
“more” permeable wall. The risks of stopping construction in ordcr to “reinject™ water,
and of interference with ongoing Project operations at a later point, are also significantly

2 Comparison to the 63™ Street connection cutoff wall is not dispositive of the issue

of whether a shurry cutoff wall will be effcctive in this case. Although the 63™ Street
conmection is closer to the plume, other physical conditions - such as intervening
buildings and the sewer line between the construction activity and the plume - were
relevant to the de-watering cffects in that instance.
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reduced. The pluses for the Project outweigh the minuses, and the MTA/LIRR should @
consider, as an alternative, its remediation of the plume with Amtrak’s assistance prior to
commencing work on the Project.

tunnel through areas where the groundwater is contaminated with chlorinated solvents.
De-watering in connection with those activities, and the possibility of incurring and
disposing of such contaminated groundwater, should also be addressed in the DEIS.

Please note that in addition to de-watering for the TBM launch site, the TBM will

Another refated concemn is that Project de-watering activities could cause offsite @
groundwater, which is morc heavily contaminated with chlorinatcd solvents, to flow
on-site. This should also be discussed.

6. 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 lincs at Sunnyside Yard have been identified as containing

PCBs and have been identified as Operable Unit 5 for purposes of NYS DEC @
investigation and cleanup. Any relocation of lines must take into consideration the need
for proper handling and disposal of such lines, approval and sipn-off from the NYS
DEC. Any sewer line relocation and proper disposal of contaminated malerials must be
coordinated with, and approved by, Amtrak.

7. Please note a number of factual corrections in this Section important
to the DEIS.

Under “Existing Conditions” for Sunnyside Yard (pp. 14-7 through 14-10), there

arc a few factual errors and omissions. On p. 14-7, we note that the plume of PCB- @
contaminated oil contains approximately 75,000 — not 200,000 — gallons of product. On
that page we also notc that there are no “transformer yard areas™ at Sunnyside Yard:
while there are transformers on sitc, these are dispersed and are not located within a
single area. On page 14-8, second paragraph, wc note that another NYS DEC Class I
Tnactive Hazardous Waste Site is located to the north of Sunnyside Yard and is a source
of chlorinated solvent-contaminated groundwater.

8. The DEIS should also make clear that all construction activities in the
Yard, including those involving the conmstruction of replacemecnt buildings for @
Amtrak sites requiring demolition for the Project, must be addressed with NYS
DEC pursuant to the 1989 Order on Consent.

9. The DEIS should note that all soil disposal from Sunnyside Yards
must be coordinated with Amtrak.

There are restrictions on where material generated {rom Amtrak property can be @
shipped. In addition, there are known areas of concern relating to soil contarnination in
the Yard. Al soil from soil excavations or cut and cover operations must be sampled,
properly classified (with the hot spots dclineated), documented for submission to NYS

s
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DEC, and properly disposed of. This activity must be coordinated with Amtrak, which @
must concur on the (inal destination of such soils.

10. 1t is not clear whether the abandoned substation 1A at Sunnyside
Yard requires demolition; if so, significant environmental issues involving asbestos
and pigcon waste will be implicated. @

The ESA costs for demolishing this Substation should include the costs of
compliance with applicable law in removing and disposing of these materials.

Construction Impacts

The ten-year construction of the East Side Access, including tunncling under -
Sunnyside Yard, has the potential to create major disruptions of Amtrak opcrations and
significantly impact its facilities unless additional mitigation measures are included as
part of the Project. (Altematively, there may alrcady be an intent to include such
measures, but these are not fully described in the DEIS.) New York City is the hub of
Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor Service, which runs from Boston to Washington, D.C., and
is Amtruk’s single busiest corridor nationwide. Sunnyside Yavd, an already constrained
location, is the railyard servicing this hub. Any activity that impacts Amtrak operations
at Supnyside Yard will have a ripple effect on service between Boston and Washington,
D.C. The DEIS scction on construction impacts to Amtrak (p. 17-35) rather summarily
concludes that work will be performed so that it will not adversely affect Amtrak’s
operations. This would not be the case based on the information given in the DEIS and
construction plans shared to date with Amtrak. ' :

The Yard is also used by New Jerscy Transit for tumaround service, and Yard
activities threaten to disrupt service on several of its lines unlcss mitigation measures are
addced. @

It should be noted that a portion of the Yard where the ITigh Speed Truinset
Scrvice and Inspection Building (the “S&I Building™) is located is subject 1o a mortgage
held by a private entity. There are also utility, access, and track casements in favor of
that mortgagee. Any use of, or impact to, the property subject to those agreements is
contingent upon obtaining the necessary third-party consents.

11. 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 tablc
elevation and groundwater flow, which in turn can also cause soil settlement. Any
soil settlement at the Yard, particularly beneath the body track, could cause serious
and significant delays in train service. Additional mitigation measures are needed.

The new tunnels will run through the heart of the Yard, beneath numcrous tracks.
Soil settlement of any degree under the Sunnyside Yard body track would render the
track unusable. Sunnyside Yard is near capacity, and any out-of-service tracks would
cause significant delays to trains being dispatched from New York, and Northeast

6
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Corridor train service. The tunncl construction nceds additional review, testing and
contingency plans. Some suggested mitigation measures include soil monitoring, @
providing a carricer (self-supporting) rail during all phases of construction affecting a yard
lead or track, and underpinning tracks in the Yard.

12, 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 LTRR and Amtrak, will result in a single track operation for Amtrak
service to and from Boston; this will cause delays in Amtrak’s Accla Express and
Acela Regional Service.

The temporary westemn routc would be primarily for LIRR service, resulting ina | @
single track operation for Amtrak service — reducing by half the number of tracks

available to Amtrak. This in turn will seriously compromise Amtrak’s new higb-speed
train service. As a result of this service, scheduled to commence later this year, the
number of Amtrak trains between Boston and D.C. will at least double by 2010. On-time
service will be critical to the success of this billion dollar federal project. The impact
caused by the reduction in tracks can be addressed through the construction of a
temporary eastern bypass as well as a weslem bypass.

13.  The loss of body tracks 1 and 2, representing 40% of the storage area
for the S&I Building, for the duration of the ESA construction will make it
impossible to provide High Speed service as currently scheduled.

Failure to deliver and move trains from the S&I Building as scheduled also @
relicves the entity servicing (he trains from its schedule, exacerbating any dclays. There
is no indication in the DEIS whether body tracks 1 and 2 will be relocated or replaced
prior to their removal from service. ;

14.  Toss 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
cngine service area and loop track, and make it impossible to route trains cfficiently
through Sunnyside Yard, which in turn will cause delays to New York
dispatchments and degrade Northeast Corridor train service. @

Similar to 2 above, it needs to be clarified that the temporary north runner and
outbound motor tracks will be constructed prior to these tracks being removed from
service.

15.  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.

It will also impede train servicing and car washing for NJ Transit. ‘ 15 >

Congestion will result because eastward trains would operate Line 2 to Sunnyside
to the Sub tracks. These tracks are not long enough to hold multiple trains, so throughput
to the Yard will be affected, especially during the A.M. peak period. This may result in
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Line 1 being blocked and vnusable, causing delays to both LIRR and Amtrak revenue
trains. In the evening peak, westward trains would operate via the Loop to Line 1 which
takes approximately 25 minutes, versus current operations which are 5 minutes to the Sub
tracks and Line 2.

Currently, trains circulate in Sunnyside Yard 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 Sunnyside Yard body track walkways, adding a 480V standby system, adding
bi-directional capacity to thc Sunnyside Yard car wash, and adding yard/relay crews for
the increased train movernents required.

16.  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 activitics is likely.

Other concerns are the underground utility tunnel perpendicular to the track structures,
the tracks themsclves, and, if not yet reconstructed, the Honeywell Strect Bridgec.
Vibration impacts to the tracks could result in train derailments and the related loss of
service and potential injury. Amtrak also notes that the blasting specifications for
acceptable vibration levels are Jess restrictive than those used by Amtrak for work on or
adjacent to Amtrak’s property. For these reasons, we believe that the special mitigation
measures to be used for historic resources and discussed at pp. 17-53 to 17-54 should be
used for all structures impacted by vibration from construction at the Yard, and that
Amtrak specifications for blasting should control, *

In particular, buildings near the TBM launching site are in fragile condition.

“17. Plans for the Yard do not appear to include a connection between
Amtrak and the New York & Atlantic Railroad on subtrack 4; loss of this planned
connection would impact Amtrak plans for mail and express business deliveries,
and the crucial revenues expected from those services. @

The connection appears jeopardized by the construction of the westbound bypass
as designed.

18.  The roadway from 42" Place to the new S&I Building appears to be
cut off by the “open cut” operations on the north side of the Yard. If so, the result
would be impeded access generally to the S&I Building, an impact on certain
contractual obligations relating to the Highspeed Program, and, during NYC DOT
construction of the Honeywell Street Bridge, possibly no vchicular access to that @
part of the Yard.

Currently, vehicular access to (hat side of the Yard is via the ramp off of the
Honeywell Street Bridge. This access will not work well for the S&I Building when it is
in operation, since the route has tight turns and close clcarances, limiting its use to
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vehicles of pick-up truck sizc or smaller. But even this access will be unavailable for an
extended period of time due to the Honeywell Street Bridge project. The roadway from
42™ Place will serve as the alternative for Yard access during the NYC DOT construction

project, and is part of an access easement held by the mortgagee.

19.  The use of a large area on the south side of Sunnyside Yard for a
staging area would dislocate Amtrak’s currcnt Maintenance of Way base, where all
track supplies and materials are stored for New York arca truck infrastructure.

The DEIS provides insufficient information on construction staging locations to
detcrmine impacts to operations at Sunnyside Yard. Amtrak is concerncd that such areas
not impede access via the south side of the Yard, which may become the primary access @
to the Yard once excavation at Northern Boulevard begins. Staging arcas in the Yard
have already been committed to the NYC DOT for its bridge reconstruction project,
making space very tight. Moreover, the DEIS should clarify that any plan involving the
use of Amtrak property is subject to Amtrak review and the Project sponsors reaching an
agreement with Amtrak.

20. Although the nced for coordination with NYC DOT is mentioned, the
Project construction staging plans and schedule do not appcear to fully appreciate
the effects of the NYC DOT bridge project for reconstruction of the Honeywell
Street and Qucens Boulevard bridges transversing the Yard. @

The DOT 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 statf to be able to provide this support to the ESA Project at the same time. As
cxplained above, the NYC DOT proposed will also affect sile access and the availability
of construction staging space and work areas. =

21. Information is nceded on how and where the tunnel drilling
machinery will vent to the surface, and what constituents will be released into the <7-')
air as a result of TBM operations.

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

Rail simulation modcls and maintenance of ftraffic plans may be needed to
determine impacts, and whether the traffic flow can be organized 1o climinate such
impacts.

23. As noted in the DEIS, residential uses cxist approximately 70 feet
from the proposed construction of Harold Imterlocking. Amtrak urges the
MTA/LIRR to commit to installing a noise barrier along the construction alignment @
during the period of intrusive, noise-intensive activity, such as pile driving.
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24. As noted in No. 1 above, Amtrak has no carrent plans to rebuild
“Buildings 2, 3 and 4” in Sunnyside Yard; loss of those buildings must be replaced
with other permanent facilities for Amtrak maintenance and Yard personnel. @

Building ncw facilitics and relocating Amtrak’s workforce is not discussed or
indicatcd anywhere on the construction schedule. Nor is there space at the Yard which
can be allocated to house such a large group. Improper planning for work facilitics for
yard personnel has the potential 1o disrupt the operation of Sunnyside Yard in its entircty.

25.  In addition to the utilities discussed at p. 13-3 (including a 12-inch
watcr line), a new water line will be installed as part of the NYC DOT Iloneywell
Street and Queens Boulevard Bridge replacement project. This new line will nced
to be maintained and protected during construction. @

In addition, a tcmporary water line should be installed prior to any demolition of
the existing line.

26. 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 work 1s not indicatcd on the construction scheduling for the Project at the
Yard (e.g., Figure 17-1, p.17-14).

27. There are alrcady a significant number of Conkd 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, alfecting train movcrments in and out of Penn
Station and Northeast Corridor service.

_ While the ESA plan includes six additional substations, it is not clear whether any @
of these will provide dedicated back-up electrical 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 of the DEIS
drawings), which is within the Harold Interlocking area, and thc static frequency
converter substation, close to the loop track.

28. A utility rclocation plan for water, electrical and sewer services
should be provided to Amtrak for review.

Without such a plan, it is not possible to determine at this time whether there will
be any additional utility impacts from the Project.
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Transportation Impacts — Permanent

29. Additional information is nccded on the location of the Fourth loop
track to asscss if there will be impacts to Amtrak’s frequency converter.

Current plans provided by LIRR do not locate Amtrak’s ncw frequency converter @
in relation to the Fourth loop track. Without this information, it is not possible to assess
whether Amtrak will be able to utilize this Fourth loop and/or its frequency converter.
(Nor can Amtrak, MTA/LIRR or the FTA assess construction impacts of the loop.)

30. The Harold Interlocking at Sunnyside Yard should include both an
castward and a westward bypass; without both bypasses, Amtrak’s service - and
particularly its critically important Iligh Speed Rail Service between Boston and
Washington, D.C. - will be compromised.

We understand that, despite initial plans, only a permanent westward bypass 1s
now planned for implementation by the ESA Project.

31. Without the proposed location of the new General Motors Access @
Bridge, traffic impacts from the Bridge cannot be determined.

32.  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. Qtherwise, delays in Amitrak Northeast
Corridor Service are inevitable. -

33.  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
sitc 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 arca, as planned, for
its future growth.

34.  The existing software used at Penn Station for controlling train
operations and movements at Penn Station and Harold Interlocking will need
modification cach time Harold Interlocking is changed and will need to @
accommodate AC and DC plate changes.

The ESA Project should make provisions to deal with these Project-created
changes and the concurrent costs.

3S. 1t is not clear whether the DEIS assumes at p. 9B4 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 se, note that future use of these slots is up to
Amtrak, and a determination of their use cannot be made at this point.
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Economic

36. The DEIS should analyze further the impact on existing Amtrak retail
revenues at Penn Station, and tbe development plans for that Station due to the
significant decrcase in LLIRR commuters at the Station.

Historical Resources

37.  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
eligibility criteria for inclusion in the National Register, but reserves the right to
review this determination.

Miscellaneous

38.  Table S-3 should be modified to include the matters described above.
For example, “Construction Impacts: Transportation” should take note of the
potential impacts to Amtrak as described above or, preferably, the mitigation to be
provided so that Amtrak service and operations will not be impacted. No mitigation
should be included under the assumption that Amtrak will pay for it; Amtrak has
made no such commitment. 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 relocation or temporary relocation. Other changes should be
made to conform the summary with the comments noted above.
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EGEIVES |
B R Richard H. Salmon, Jr.
JUL 17200 | ¢  4105Byeforde Cour
. T Kensington, Maryland 20895-3605
[
. E .:ES'L _
July 11, 2000
Mr. Anthony Japha
Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue
New York, NY 10018
Dear Mr. Japha:
| recently obtained a copy of the DEIS for the MTA Long Island Rail Road East Side
Access Project and wanted to comment on the report. | noted that on page 1-20 of the
DEIS, the joint planning effort called “Access to the Region's Core (ARC)” contemnplates
a through connection between Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal in order to
“foster the concept of a one-seat ride from all commutersheds to both East and West
Midtown”.
s

It is clear to me that the Preferred Alternative - Option 2 is potentially consistent with
the goal of the ARC while Option 1 is not. A deep tunnel could conceivably be
continued south and west to connect o a simitar deep-statien constructed in-the future

as part of the Penn Station complex and also tie into a new Hudson River crossing. @
This connection could be constructed as part of the original project or ata later date, if

the project is designed to make this feasible. 1 think it is unfortunate that the DEIS does

not mention this potentially significant benefit to Option 2, which | feel is important

enough to eliminate Option 1 from further consideration. Similarly, | was chagrined to 14
see that Section 1-D (Project Goals) did not place any value on building a project that is
consistent with improving access from New Jersey and the west. } urge you modify the @
DEIS so as to have it consider the feasibility of integrating the East Side Access Project
into an overall plan such as is contemplated in ARC. -

Clearly, overall capacity of the project would ultimately be increased if the Option 2
terminal were to later become a through station. Platform throughput of a through
station is significantly higher than in a stub-end terminal since all, or virtually all,

conflicting reverse movements are eliminated, if properly designed. Further, once @
institutional barriers are overcome, through commuting would be possible from, say,
Hicksville to Metropark were a service begun which operated with M-6/M-8 type
equipment capable of operating from both DC third rail and AC catenary power sources.
Certainly, there is no technical barrier to such an operation, even today.
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| am advocating a long-term solution which could improve transportation throughout the
entire tri-state region while also potentially increasing the long-term capacity of the
project. | urge you to make the following modifications for the FEIS:

1) Add a project goal which considers the long-term ability to improve transportation @
from the west.

2) 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 converting the
proposed terminal to a through-station. This would have the added benefit of
adding capacity to the project in the future.

3) Eliminate the Preferred Alternative - Option 1 from consideration due to its higher 7
cost and reduced transportation benefit to the regior in the long run. - @

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Richard H. Salmon, Jr.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

gcorgc F. Pataki : Divis ion Of
overnor ~
Alexander F. Treadwell LoaStal Res_our ces
Secretary of State 41 State Street
Albany, NY 12231-0001
EGEIVEN
il
v
July 12, 2000 l JUL 18 2000 ji
. "ICE CHIEZ, PROE. EZ0.
Anthony F. Japha Owgﬁs?r SIDE ACGESSI
Chief Program Executive, ESA ca: A-Welfercen  ligfose

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
LIRR East Side Access

469 7 Avenuc

New York, NY 10018-7605

Re: F-00-520 _ :
Metropolitan Transportation Authority -
East Side Access

New York City

Dear Mr. Japha:

Thank you for making the two volume study entitled East Side Access: Draft Environmental
Impact Statcment. May 2000 (with appendices) available for our review.

In addition, we appreciate you forwarding - as requested in my June 15, 2000 letter to you - a
copy of the two volumecs to the New York City Department of City Planning, Local Waterfront
Revitalization Program, Waterfront and Opcn Spacc Division, at 22 Reade Street, New York,
NY 10007.

I have been in communication with representatives of that office of the NYC LWRP. At this (D
time we have no comments on your proposed project.

As an agency which may be requesting federal funding for the project and/or which may be
required to apply for federal permits for activiiies (inciuding construction) in the State’s coastal
zone, you will be required to establish to the satisfaction of this Department and the NYC Local
Waterfront Revitalization Program that the project will not adverscly affect the coastal zone of
the State or the City. You should make that analysis while examining the project’s effects on the
State’s coastal policics as set forth in the State’s Coastal Mabagement Program and the City’s
coastal policies as contained in its Local Waterfront Revitalization Program. That analysis
should be sct forth in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), preferably in a separate
section of the document.

You are also remindcd that as a State agency you are required to see to jt that the project is
carried out in consonance with the State’s CMP and City’s LWRP and the policies as set forth in
their respective documnents. ' .

Yoice: (518) 474-6000 Fax: (518) 473-2461  E-mail coastal @dos.state.my.us
www.dos.state.ny.us/cstl/estioww.htm)
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F-00-520

Metropolitan Transportation Authority - East Side Access
Anthony F Japha

July 12,2000

Page 2

The Department of State’s consistency review decision will be reached after: 1) complction of @
the FEIS; 2) our cxamination of your agency’s analysis of the cffects of the proposal on the

State’s coastal policies; and; 3) completion of review by the NYC Planning Department.

Kindly mail all ensuing documents to both this office and thc NYC Department of City Planning,
to the attention of the Local Waterfront Revitalization Program.

If we can be of any further assistance call (518) 474-6000. In all correspondence related to this
proposed projcct, plcase refer to the Department of State’s file number F-00-520.

Sincerely,

David E. Buerle
Coastal Resources Specialist
Consistency Review Unit

cc: NYC LWRP - Wilbur Woods
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Committee f 0" Better Tr ansit, Inc. bringing together users and experts since 1962
' 31-40 56" Street » Woodside NY 11377
' i) B @& BIRA 3 0091 or AS 8-0650
Dr. Stephen B. Dobrow : - l
PRE W JUL 13 2000

i I
Re: DEIS for LIRR East Side Access ! QITLCB CRuif PROG.ERLJ. |
July 2000 _ BASIGIGEACCECS {

the 63" St. Tunnel should not have sat around all these years. We don't want to be stuck with an
uncompleted project for several more decades. 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.

CBT has supported LIRR access to Grand Central Terminal for several decades; the lower level of ] Cl)

The project should be evaluated starting with the minimum approach - namely

Connection from the tunnel to only two LIRR tracks at Sunnyside.@
No Long Island City station (@

No new storage facilities

Minimum new construction at Grand Central Terminal

To this, additions and modifications should be considered and the marginal cost/benefit analysis or 7

its equivalent be completed on each change or group of changes. As part of this process, variations @
in assumptions, operating practices, service patterns, and institutional issues should be considered.

It is our view that any rail projects in the region should be designed consistent with the goal of "1
converting the existing discrete commuter rail lines into an integrated regional rail system with
through-running and pattern operations. —
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JUL 14 2000

Ms. Letitia Thompson Class: EC-2
Regional Administrator

Federal Transit Administration

One Bowling Green, Room 429

New York, New York 10004

Dcar Ms. Thompson:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the East Side Access, in New York, Queens, and Bronx counties, New York
(CEQ# 99000153). This review was conducted in accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C 7609, PL 91-604 12 (a), 84 Stat. 1709), and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve access t0 the east side of Manhattan for
commuters in the Long Jsland Transportation Corndor, which consists of Manhattan, Queens,
Brooklyn, and Nassau and Suffolk Counties. The draft EIS evaluates four alternatives: no build;
a Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative consisting of lengthening LIRR trains,
modifying stations and improving service, and providing a contra-flow lanc on the Long Island
expressway for buses and 1uxis; and two build alternatives. Both of the build altemnatives
propose to extend Long Island Railroad (LIRR) service through the 63" Street turnel, and going
under the Metro-North Tracks under Park Avenue and either ending at the cxisting lower level of
Grand Central Terminal (GCT) (Build option1), or connecting into a new Jevel below the lower
level of GCT (Build Option 2). Build Option 2 is the identified preferred alternative.

The draft EIS 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 very well, as far as relieving the capacily problems
on both the Queens subway lines and the overall LIRR system, while also reducing the amount
of vehicle trips into Manhattan, we are concerncd with the implications for 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 draft EIS uses the amount of over capacity
(V/C ratio of 1.22) on the Queens subway lines (thc F and E lines), as a rationale for a need for
action, however, that ratio will be nearly realized on the Lexinglon Avenuc subway, (V/C ratio of _J
1.17), but there is no mitigation offered. The draft EIS discusses the possibility of the Manhattan 7 @

Internet Address (URL) ¢ hitp://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Rocyclable » Printed with Vegetable Oll Based Inks on Recycdled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumery
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East Side Access (MESA), Second Avenue Subway, but the document docs not account for

MESA in the environmental analyses nor as mitigation to relieve the pressures on the Lexmgton

Avenue lines. To a certain extent, the completion of the East Side Access project could force an @
action on the Second Avenue Subway and makes for 2 more compelling case for the Second

Avenue Subway’s completion in conjunction with the completion of this project.

We also noted with serious concern that the draft EIS did not analyze the TSM alternative as
rigorously as the No Build and the two Build Options. For example, the draft EIS discusses the
possibility that a new Queens ferry pier may be needed to accommodate future ndérs from
increascd train service to Long Island City; however, it defers the analysis 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 generatc significant vehicular @
activity 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 completcd, such as the first phasc of the MESA Project, but
those impacts to the transportation system are never fully fleshed out in the draft EIS. As such,
claims of insignificant increases in bus volumes and traffic conditions may not be valid.
Accordingly, we strongly recommend that the final EIS present a morc comprehensive analysis
of the environmental impacts of the TSM altemative.

Another very scrious concem for EPA, is that the draft EIS did not contain a cuinulative impacts _l
analysis for any of the alternatives. While the draft EIS coniained a section called “Secondary
Impacts”, this section did not provide a cumulative impacts analysis listing projects and
particular resources for analysis in the context of cumulative impacts. For the most part, this @
section reiterated the direct impacts of the project on locations, such as GCT, and the mitigation
for the significant effects, but never took the step to also discuss other projects that may have an
impact on those same resources. In accordance with NEPA and the CEQ implementing
regulations, every drafl EIS must discuss the cumulative impacts of al} past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions on the resources of the human and natural environment. With this
in mind, the final EIS must have a cumulative impact analysis as outlined in the CEQ guidance
for considering cumulative effects.

The draft EIS presents a microscale Carbon Monoxide (CO) analysis for the year 2010 at ten
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 the @
receptors chosen via the above guidance methodologies, the analysis should model the receptors

which were modeled in the New York CO Attainment Demonstration SIP. Moreover, since it is
quite typical for motor vehicle related emissions to increase in the outyears because of increases
in vechicle miles traveled, the year 2020 should also be analyzed to be consistent with long range
planning practices. We recommend that the final EIS contain an analysis of these intersections in
addition to the oncs modeled as well as providing information on 2020 conditions. -—

We have a concern with the draft EIS’s discussion of excavated matcrials and contaminated
materials. The draft EIS discloses that the excavated material from the dnlling of the 13 miles of @
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tunnels through Queens and Manhattan will be brought up in Queens where it will be removed
via rail and truck. We recommend that the final E1S further explore the options for bencficial

~ uses of this material especially for the considerable volume of matenal that is generated in Build
Option 2.

Regarding hazardous materials, we are concerned with the quantity and type of contamination
that has been found at the Sunnyside Yard/Yard A. This area has been designated as a Class I1
inactive hazardous waste site by New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC). Currently, Amtrak and NYSDEC are in the process of 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 in fact we would like to suggest that FTA and MTA
examine opportunities to enhance and expedite the clean up efforts at these locations. While the
drafl EIS briefly discusses what may be done onsite with any contaminated materials, it did not
provide information regarding where the material will be disposcd once it is either treated onsite
ornot. The draft IS also states that ground water 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 final EIS describe the procedures that FTA would follow
in order to meet the requircments of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), such
as 1) MTA or their contractor would become a hazardous wasle generator upon extraction of any
contaminated soils, 2) a generator identification number must be obtained in order to transport
hazardous materials, 3) more specificity 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 o[ hazardous waste.

The draft EIS discusses maintenance and cleaning operations at Highbridge Yard and Yard A, for
example. While we appreciatc the efforts to control and convey the run off of chemicals
associated with these operations to specific sewer systems, we would also suggest that FTA and
MTA examine options for pollution prevention. Pursuant to the Pollution Prevention Act of
1990 (PPA), “It is the policy of the United States that pollution should be prevented or reduced at
the source whencver feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented should be recycled in an
environmentally safe manner, whenever feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled
should be treated in an environmentally safe manner whenever feasible, and disposal or other
release into the environment should be conducted in an environmentally safe manner.” We
recommend that the final EIS discuss programs and practices that can be implemented al these
facilities, such as recycling or reusing car cleaning chemicals, or treatment of maintenance
materials before they enter the sewer system, that insure the project will comply with the PPA.
We have enclosed is a Pollution Prevention checklist for Vehicle Maintenance. If you have any
questions, pleasc contact Danille Fuligni of our Pollution Prevention Team at (212) 637-3584.

Based upon our review, we are rating this draft EIS as EC-2, Environmental Concerns, Insufficient
Information, (see our enclosed “swnmary of rating definitions and follow-up actions™), because we
have serious concemns regarding the equal treatment of alternatives, and the lack of a cumulative
impacts analysis, as well as the air quality analysis and the disposition of hazardous matenials. We
would like to meet with you in the near futurc to discuss these issues. We look forward 10 working

—

1
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with you on this project and others in the future. In the interim, should you have any questions,
please feel free to contact David Carlson of my staff at (212) 637-3502. ‘
\4—4/51 )7,¢

Robert W. Hargrove, Chicl

Strategic Planning and Multi-Medja Programs Branch

Sincerely yours,

Attachment

cc: Anthony Japha, Chicf Program Executive \/
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
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United States Department of the Inter{g -

JUL 19 2009 E'if"

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY B -
Washington, D.C. 20240 OFFILE CSIEF, BR300 Ty
. EAST SIBE ACCESS [

| T R e T,
JUL 17 2000 [

ER 00/384

Ms. Letitia Thompson

Regional Administrator

Federal Transit Administration

One Bowling Green, Room 429
New York, New York 10004-1415

Dear Ms. Thompson:

This responds to a request for the Department of the Interior’s review and comment
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Long Island Railroad East
Side Access Project, New York, Queens, Bronx, Nassau and Suffolk Counties, New
York. Because of this project’s potential or probable affects to Grand Central Terminal
(a National Historic Landmark) and 22 other historic properties either listed or
determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, in the five
counties involved, we are processing this case as a Section 4(f) as well as a DEIS.

SECTION 4() EVALUATION

We concur there are no prudent and feasible alternatives, however, we can only
conditionally agree with measures to minimize harm to cultural resource values. We
note the inclusion in the Appendices of this DEIS of a Programmatic Memorandum of
Agreement (PMOA) among your agency, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), but that document is yet to be signed. We understand that the 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 ontn 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. '

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
Historical and Archeological Impacts Mitigation

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
MITIGATION MEASURES (F. for Historical Resources, Pg. 7-27/28, and E.
Archeological resources Pg. 8-20/21). However, our concern for complete and
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Ms. Letitia Thompson -2-

adequate protection and preservation of cultural resource values as presented above,
is-fully applicable to this DEIS. Therefore, we can only conditionally offer agreement
to the Mitigation Measures as developed thus far in consultation with the SHPO, and

urgently recommend that these measures be completed to the satisfaction of the @
SHPO and a dully signed PMOA bé incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement. ‘

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS and look forward
1o seeing the Final Environmental Impact Statement, and a Section 4(f) Determination
as weil. ‘ pa—

Sincerely yours,

fustc” Ty

Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance

cc:
Mr. Anthony F. Japha
/hief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue
New York, New York 10018
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City of New York E GL L ‘ ] l’- U
Parks & Recreation ’ The Arsenal
JuL 2 i 2000 ‘J LJ' Central Park
| gTE GLET, BROG. Dl ; New York, New York 10021
'£457 STBE ACCESS Henry J. Stern
co: A Relfermen ‘1\:.\\00 Cormunissioner
Joshua R Laird
Chief of Planning
(212) 360-3402

sirius@parklan.cinyc.ny.us

July 19, 2000

Mr. Anthony Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avcnue

New York, NY 10018

Re:

Project Name: East Side Access

Dear Mr. Japha,

The following specific comments are based upon our review of the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement dated May 2000 for the East Side Access project. W¢
apologize for the overdue response.

1.

Chapter 2: Project Alternatives

NEW SUNNYSIDE STATION

The new station in Sunnyside, Quecns, designed to butiress the burgeomng
growth of the Long Island City CBD, will resuit in more pedestrian activity. This
may necessitate the addition of open-space to acconmmodate the necds of the
increasing number of workers and residents in the area. This could be achieved by
creating a public plaza with concession stands (newspaper, food, etc.) and
landscaped with trees and bencbes.

Chapter 9: Transportation (GCT Area)

PROBABRLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES (Preferred
Alternative, Opt. 1) '

Pedestrian Conditions at Street Level, page 9C-56 and 9C-57

www. nycparks. org

11
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A strect tree survey for the project sitc should be copnducted in conjunction with
Jandscaping recommendations. Street trees are under the jurisdiction of Parks and
are an important element of the urban design characteristics of the project site. All
potential trec removals should be discloscd in the EJS. Any street trees removed
by the applicant must be replaced pursuant to Parks’ Basal Area Replaccment
Formula. A tree survey and removal/replacement plan must be reviewed and
approved by the Commissioner.

3. Chapter 10: Air Quality
PARTICULATE MATTER ANALYSIS

Effects of Rail Yard A ctivity, page 10-17

The statement “In terms of NYAR operations, only Blissville Yard would
experience an increase in diesel locomotive operations” nceds clarification. The
DEIS should make clear the specific impact on air quality particularly at Fresh
Ponds Yards, which sits adjacent to Mafcra Park, and Highbridge Yard which is
located across the Harlem River from Highbridge Park and near Macombs Dam
Park.

4. Chapter 17: Construction and Construction Impacts

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

If you have any questions, please call me at (212) 360-3402.

Sincerely,

|

%jw/;;ﬁ

Joshua Laird

4oo3
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Executive Director

The Way To Go.
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July 19, 2000

Mr. Anthony F. Japba

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 7® Avcnue

New York, NY 10018

Re: Response to LIRR East Side Access DEIS
Dear Mr. Japha:

NJ TRANSIT staff has reviewcd the cxecutive summary of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement report (DEIS) for the Long Island RailRoad Easl Side Access project (ESA). You are to
be congratulated for significantly advancing this much needed transportation project.

As you are aware, NJ TRANSIT has been working with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority,
and with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, on the Access to the Region’s Core
(ARC) Study. As the ESA DEIS states, there has been coordination of these two projects, as well @
as othcr major studies, through the MTA’s Long Range Planning Framework. Tam hopeful that this
coordination will continue as the ESA projcct advances through the FEIS and engineering design
phases, and it would be reassuring to see a statement to that effect included in the upcoming FEIS
report.

Although a build altemnative 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 connection between New York Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal @
as identificd in the early phases of the ARC. In addition, it would be desirable for ESA to
incorporate fcatures to ensure the minimum disruption to GCT when the connection is advanced.

I wish you good progress on this beneficial improvement to the region’s transportation system.

Sincerely,

cc: Mark Shaw, MTA Executive Direclor
Kenneth Bauer, LIRR President

One Penn Plaza East, Newark NJ 07105-2246 (973) 491-7000

&F J70080 NW - 12/98
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E. Virgil Conway/ Chairman
Metropolitan Transit Authority
347 Madison Avenueé

New York, New York 10017

Dear Chairmall Conway:

I . writing in _reference to E_guality of 1life issue. I 7]

1ive in the Greenlaun/Huntin{:rton area. MY Community consists ©T |

nomes on Y1 acre lots. These homes 2re filled with children

who enjoy swimgming in thelr packyards and riding their bikes in

. the streets. Needless to say we are greatly concerned over
recent reports that a parcel of land near oOur property, which 1is
currently zoned residential, is being considered 2as 2 pcssible

new railroad yard.

If pennitted, the excessive noise associated with @&
railroad yard will cause havoc with my family’s 1life. The
operation cf the railreoad yard will interfere with sleep, @
telephone calls and yound children playing outside. In short,
the nolse created by 2 railroad yard will turn our guburban home

into a city sounding urban center. There are several
industrially/commercially-zcned parcels of lend adjacent to the
rrain tracks between Manhattan and Port Jefferson. These

indus_’grially/commer_gi_.glly-zoned Parcels should be used for the
new railroad yard. There is simply Be feed TO converr a paycel™™ T
of residentially soned property in the heart of our community

into & railroad yard.

Please help KkeeP our community 2S a place where children
swim and ride their bikes, and not 3 place xnown for its
railroad yard. Thank Yyou. -

Very truly yours,
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KEVIN M. GARY
6 Bowdon Road
Greenlawn, New York 11740

July 21, 2000

Deputy Executive Director Mary J. Mahon
Metropolitan Transit Authority

347 Madison Avenue

New York, New York 10017

Dear Deputy Executive Director Mahon:

I am writing in reference to a quality of 1life issue. I
live with my wife and two small children in Greenlawn, New York.
Our home of seven years is a ¥# of a mile from the Long Island
Railrocad’s train tracks. My community consists of homes on -1
acre lots. These homes are filled with children who enjoy
swimming in their backyards and riding their bikes in the
streets. Needless to say we are greatly concerned over recent
reports that a parcel of land 600 feet from our front vyard,
which is currently zoned 2 acre residential, is being considered
for 2 new railroad yard.

If permitted, the excessive noise associated with a
railroad yard will cause havoc with my family’s 1life. The
operation of the railroad yard will interfere with sleep,
telephone calls and young children playing outside. In short,
the noise created by a railroad yard will turn our suburban home (:)
into a «city sounding urban center. There are several
industrially/commercially-zoned parcels of land adjacent to the
train tracks between Manhattan and Port Jefferson. These
industrially/commercially-zoned parcels should be used for the
new railroad yard. There is simply no need to convert a parcel
of 2-acre residentially zoned property 1in the heart o¢f our
community into a railrocad yard.

I have spoken to my neighbors and they universally share my
belief that a railroad yard should not be permitted on this
property. Homes in the community are selling in the $350,000 to
$500,000 range. If a railroad vyard is permitted in this
residential community we will not be able to give our homes
away. As a result, our community, as a class, will lose many
millions of dollars. This damage can be avoided if the MTA
chooses to construet the railroad yard in an industrial area,
and not in residential Greenlawn. However, if the MTA decides
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to pursue the Greenlawn property, I, on behalf of the class,
will have no choice but to exercise my legal rights at every
step of the process. In addition, if the M™MTA should
successfully obtain the Greenlawn property and the right to use

it as a railroad yard, I, on behalf of the class, will also have c>
no choice but to exercise my legal rights in order to recover
the many millions of dollars lost in property value.

Please help keep Greenlawn as a place where children swin
and ride their bikes, and not a place known for its railroad
yard and litigation.

ruly yours,

1.

evin M. Gary
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TOWN OF HUNTINGTON

LONG ISLAND, NEW YORK

MARK CUTHBERTSON
Councilman

July 26, 2000

v [\ % FQ I'CI“, s \
| ) o :
\ Mr. Kenneth Bauer 0 15 @ B D w 2 |p

Acting President } /
MTA Long Island Railroad AUG 2 2000 /
Jamaica Station

Jamaica, New York 11435 PRESIBENT'S OFFiCE

Dear President Bauer:

Thank you for your Ictter in response to my inquiry regarding the MTA’s plan to site a
rail storage and cleaning facility in the heart of the Greenlawn community. While I
appreciate you taking the time to respond, I am extremely dismayed and frankly shocked
by the manner in which the MTA and Long Island Railroad has handled communication
and the disscmination of information involving this highly sensitive issuc, including the
rclcase of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the East Side Access project.

Some time ago, I contacted the Long Island Railroad’s Government Relations Office
sccking information on this project and received no responsc until your Jetter - six days
before the close of the comment period for the East Side Access DEIS. All the

spokesperson from your office could offer in response was his apologies. @

Clearly, this is not an adequate response and given an admitted error in the process, [ am
demanding that you re-open the comment period for the DEIS. This will allow
professional staff from our Planning Department to conduct a thorough review of the
documnent. 1t will also provide an opportunity for those residents who would be
drastically impacted by this project to voice their concerns and receive answers from the
MTA.

_In the event that you choose not to take such action, we will explore all options to ensure
that our voices are heard and concerns properly addressed.

And wc have great concem.

TOWN HALL ® 100 MAIN STREET ® HUNTINGTON, N.Y. 11743-6991 @ (516) 351-3172 @ TELEFAX (516) 673-3379
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In fact, you nced not look any further than your own study for confirmation. Quoting
from your DEIS, the proposed Greenlawn facility would be “incousistent and potentially
incompatible with residential neighborhoods to the north and south.” The study goes on
to conclude that “A rail yard on this site would be inconsistent with the Town of
Huntington” Comprehensive Plan and with the public policy expressed by the Town’s
residential zoning on the sitc.”

Given this fact and the fact that you have listed the Greenlawn rail yard as your number
onc preferred location for such a facility, I am also respectively requesting that you re-
open your site selection proccss and seek locations that are suitable for such an intensc
use. '

I am sure that you understand my disbelief and anger that a public benefit corporation
would undertake such a controversial and potentially devastating project without
notifying and gathering input from the involved community.

Should you choose to further advancc the siting of an intensc industrial use in the
backyards of hard-working families, the Town of Huntington will stand in blank
opposition every step of the proccss. Towards that end, I have cnclosed a resolution of
the Town Board that was adopted on July 25, 2000 expressing the Town'’s opposition to
this facility and directing its departrnents to pursue all available avenues of opposition. I
have also cncloscd a copy of a recent Newsday story regarding the proposed facility.

- On behalf of the Greenlawn community, I would like to extend an open invitation for you

to visit Huntington and meet with our residents to gain a full understanding of why this
ra1l slorage and cleaning facility must be dropped from any further consideration.

o/

MC:dm

enclosures

[hoos
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TOWN

LONG ISLAND,

“Tess ”

MARK CUTHBERTSON
Councilman

August 1, 2000

Mr. Kenneth Bauer

Acting President

MTA Long Island Railroad -
Jamaica Station :
Jamaica, NY 11435

Dear Mr. Bauer:
As a follow up to my letter of July 26,

meeting regarding the MTA proposal to
at 7 p.m. Tuesday, August 15 at the Oldfield Middle School.

The purpose of the meeting will be to:

¢ QGather input on the MTA's proposal so that it can be forwarded to them.
¢ Outline the legal process in connection with the proposed project.

@oo3

QF HUNTINGTON

NEW YORK

I would like to inform you that T am hosting an informational
site a rail storage and cleaning facility in Greenlawn to be beld

¢ Meet with State Senator Carl Marcellino and Assemblyman John Flanagan, who plan to attend.

"1 would like to invite the MTA to send a representative to hear the public comments
include these comments as part of the DEIS process.

and I urge you to ]@

T wouid appr’ecihte if you would let me know ifan MTA repreééntalive plans to atiénd. I can be reached
at (631) 351-3172. K -

YEGRIVE
AUG 1 0 2000

E 1 1
b

b‘i

PRES:. .~ S OFFICE t

TOWN MALL @ 100 MAIN STREET @ HUNTINGTON, N.Y. 11743-6951 ® (516) 351-3172 @ TELEFAX (516) 673-3379
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New York State Department of Environmental 101 [=
Division of Environmental Permits, Region 2 v LRI
47.40 215 Strest. Long Island City, NY 11101-5407 ii i B
Phone: (718) 482-4997 - FAX: (718) 4824975 | AUG 142000 1°
Website: www.dec state.ny.us = — 7
oFFIOE CETEF, PAGE. L. John P. Cahill
VAT M AGTEY Commissicner

ce. {S u{L‘H‘e(nfs- —

July 27, 2000

Mr. Anthony F. Japha

Chief program Executive, ESA
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
LIRR East Side Access

469 7" Avenue

New York, NY 10018-7605

Re: LIRR East Side Access

Dear Mr. Japha:

Following are the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s comment on the
Draft EIS for the LIRR East Side Access project.

The Department has reviewed initial investigation work plans for the five (5) main sites: Grand
Central Terminal, Highbridge Yard, Yard A, Sunnyside Yard, and Maspeth Yard. The Department staff
conducted site visits of these five and the Fresh Pond Yard site, and provided generic comments that
should apply to all sites, and specific comments for Highbridge Yard, Yard A and Sunnyside Yard based
upon previous reports and/ or past knowledge of these sites. Some of these sites have significant
contamination and contact with or spread of existing contamination as a result of project construction is
likely. The investigation of hazardous waste sites is an iterative process, and the Department has not
completed its review of any of these sites. The Department approval therefore should not be implied or
inferred at this time  The Department’s Division of Environmental Remediation (DER) has the following
comments on the DEIS’ Chapter 14, Contaminated Material:

L 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 investigations have covered past and current use 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).

° Any environmental impacts present or inherent as a result of past site operations, but not caused by @
the construction, are not addressed by the DEIS.




In Manhattan, the GCT terminal is in unfractured bedrock, so there would be little soil removal.
Environmental impacts are unlikely. The project recognizes the possibility of encountering perched
water tables at the soil bedrock interface that could require product recovery as a result of some
past spills.

Page 14-2: The description of Amtrak Sunnyside Yard as a Class 2 site is somewhat incorrect. A
class 2 designation applies to a site which poses significant threat to Human Health and/ or the
Environment and where action is required.

Page 14-2: The Department was not involved in the review of any investigation work plans for the
Roosevelt Island location. The same is true of 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.

Page 14-5 - Table 14-1, Project Evaluaticr: Criteria: The rationale for proposing NYC Sewer
Ordinance Criteria for certain metals as threshold levels for groundwater is not clear. A Long Island
Well permit would need to be required if the construction would involve dewatering, and the permit
conditions would specify the discharge criteria. All groundwater in the State of New York 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 restrictions.

Page 14-6: The TAGM 4046 number of 50 ppm for individual SVOC in soil applies unless a lower
number is specified. The Department does not recognize filtered samples, and only the unfiltered
samples should be compared to the appropriate standard.

Page 14-7, Existing Conditions, Manhattan Alignment: Except for the cut and cover portion west of
Park Avenue, all proposed construction is in deep bedrock. As a result, construction related

environmental impacts from potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, if any, are expected to
be minimal.

Page 14-7, Existing Conditions, Sunnyside Yard: The construction of tunnels through the Sunnyside
Yard may cause the contaminants to dislodge, and the free petroleum plume or the dissoived
chlorinated solvents plume and/ or the BTEX plume to expand and or migrate offsite. The
construction related impacts of these plumes and other contaminants have not been fully
evaluated, and the Pepartment at this time can not make an unequivocal statement that the
proposed construction would not cause adverse environmental impacts. The fact that the
Sunnyside Yard is a Class 2 site, the project sponsors would need to closely coordinate the
construction with Amtrak, the owners and operators of the Sunnyside Yard. It may be possible to
partially or fully remediate the Yard prior to proceeding with the project construction.

Page 14-9, Table 14-3, Project Evaluation Criteria: As stated previously, all groundwater in the State
of New York is considered Class GA regardless of its use or salinity concentrations. The
Department questions reference to Class SD criteria in this instance.

Page 14-9, Existing Conditions, Yard A It may be possible to justify same clean up standards as

established for the Sunnyside Yard with the same or similar deed restrictions. )
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If you have any questions, please contact me at the above address or telephone. Technical
questions can be addressed to Thomas Lang or Hari Agrawal of Environmental Remediation at the DEC
Region 2 office in Long Island City or by telephone at (718) 482-4995.

Charles de Quillfeldt i
Regional Permit Administrator

§jnc rely,

cc. T. Lang
H. Agrawal
T. Kunkel
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Rudelph W, Giuliani Neal Cohen, N H/ =
Mayor Comm.issnan L ! __=‘~ n
|

(U“L m T4 200 !_/

T
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August 2, 2000

- A. \leﬁéerrwx

Mr. Anthony F. Japha

Chief Program Executive
MTA/LIRR Edast Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, N.Y. 10018

Dear Mr. Japha:

Thank you providing an Executive Summary of the draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the East Side Access Project and for the opportunity to comment on same. At this time, the New
York City Department of Health has no comments on the DEIS.

However, as the project progresses, the Agency would appreciate being kept informed especially
with regard to the project’s impact on public health.

Again, thank you for sharing this document with the New York City Department of Health.

Very truly yours,

(et

Allan H. Goldberg
Assistant Commissioner for Bureau Management
Regulatory & Environmental Health Sciences
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MTA-EASTSIDE ACCESS

THE CITY OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSIOIN

100 Old Slip, New York, NY 10005 (212) 487-6800

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

05/22/00
DATE RECEIVED

MTA/SEQRA-Y
PROJECT NUMBER

MTA/LIRR EAST SIDE ACCESS

[] No architectural significance

[1] No archacological significance

[X] Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

[X] Listed on National Register of Historic Places

[} Appears to be eligible for National Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark
Designation '

[XI  May be archaeologically significant; requesting additional materials

Comments for May, 2000 DEIS are as follows. (Archacology review under
separate cover (artached). The SHPO is lead agency for architectural review.
LPC will consult with the SHPO with regard to their findings for this project.
The DEIS text appears adequate for architecture. Any work on New York City
designated landmark properties requires a permit from the LPC preservation
department.

cc: SHPO

SIGNATURE

08/03/00
DATE
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION

100 Old Slip, New York, NY 10005 (212) 487-6800
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

MTA/SEQRA-Y 05/22/00
PROJECT NUMBER DATE RECEIVED

MTA/LIRR EAST SIDE ACCESS

[1 No architecrural signiticance
[] No archaeological significance

[X1- Designated New York City Landmark or Within Designated Historic District

(tf"
( 9 [X]  Listed on National Register of Historic Places
)

W"“

COMMENTS

[] Appears 1o be eligible for Nationa! Register Listing and/or New York City Landmark
Designation

[X]  May be archacologically significant; requesting additional materials

petls, s/eo00

The SHPO is the lead agency for archaeological review. LPC will consult with
the SHPO with regard to their findings for this project.

A | 05/26/00

SIGNATURE v , DATE

Ce: SKro
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MTA-EASTSIDE ACCESS
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MORTON WEBER AND ASSOCIATES
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
20] NorTH SERVICR ROAD
SUTTE 300
MELVIIR, NEW YORK 11747-3138

TELEPHONE: (631) 549-2000
TELECOPIER: (631) $49-2015
E-MAI: mwaesqs®mwacsqs.com
WWw.Iiwassqy.oom

August 7, 2000

Via Fax (212) 668-2136 Via Fax (212) 695-4342
and Firgt Clags Mail and First Class Mail
Mx. Anthony G, Carr ’ Mr. Anthony Japha
Deputy Regilonal Administrator Chief Program Executive

Federal Transit Administration, MTA/LIRR East Side Access

Region 2

4569 Seventh Avenue

One Bowling Green, Room 429 New York, NY 10018

New York, NY

Re:;

10004

May 2000 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

MTA Long Island Rail Road East Side Access Project

Dear Messxs. Carr and Japha;

We represent The Taubman

..4oo3

MELVIN K. ROTH
OF COUNSEL

Company, which has filed with

the Town of Oyster Bay an applicatien for a special exception in

connecticn with The Taubman Company's plan
shopping mall on the former site of The Cerro

is located in Syosset, Town of Oyster Bay, County of Nassau, State

to build an upscale
Wire Company, which

of New York (the "Cerro Wire Site"). We are writing to provide our

comments with respect to the Draft En
dated May 2000 (the "MTA DEIsSY),
Island Rail Road in connection w

vironmental Impact Statement,
which was prepared by the MTA Long
ith its proposed East Side Access

Praject and which, unfcrtunately, contains several misstatements

that need to be

Statement for the Eaat Side Access Project (the "MTA FEIS")

corrected in the Final Environmental Impact



MORTON WEBER AND ASSOCIATES

Mr. Antheny G. Carr
Mr. Anthony Japha
August 7, 2000

Page 2°

The MTA DEIS identifies the Cerro Wire Site as one of two
potential alternative sites for a pew storage yard that 1is
purportedly required in the vicinity of the Town of Huntington on
the Port Jefferson Rranch (the "LI Yard"). (See, e.g.. MTA DEIS at
S-6.) The MTA DEIS further states that The Taubman Company's
Proposal to build an upscale shopping mall, known as The Mall at
Oyster Bay, on the Cerxo Wire Site "ig currently undergoing
environmental review by the Town of Oyster Bay." (See MTA DEIS at
§-7.) In fact, on June 13, 2000 the Town Board of the Town of
Oyster Bay unanimously passed a resolution accepting as complete
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for The Mall at Oyster
Bay, dated May 2000 (the "Mall FEIS"), which was prepared pursuant
to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act ("SEQRAM)
and the regulations promulgated thereunder. The Mall FEIS, and the
DEIS and appendices incorporated therein, thoroughly 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 (2) ancher Stores-~ not 960,000 square feet
and three (3) anchor stores as stated in the MTA DEIS. (Compare
Mall DEIS at F-1 with MTA DEIS at 3-26.)

Quite understandably, the MTA DEIS's treatment of the
Cerro Wire Site was not as thorough as the Mall FEIS and the
environmental studies incorporated therein. Indeed, the MTa DEIS
candidly admits that "[tlhe potential Long Island Storage yard
Sites were not subject to Phase  IT invegtigations" in connection
with the proposed East Side Access Project, (See MTA DEIS at S-
40.) As a result, the MTA DEIS contains several wunfortunate

misstatements regarding the Cerro Wire Site, and these
misstatemente need to be corrected in the MTA FEIS, (See, e.g.,

MTA DEIS at S-s, §-14,2-27.)

The Mall FEIS, which incozrporates the Mall's DEIS and the
appendices thereto, demonstrates that neither "haza;dous materials®

nor '"contaminated materials' are present in envirxonmentally
significant quantities on the Cerrec Wire site. (Sege Mall FRIS at
2-42, 3-~72 to 3-84.) For example, the Mall FETIS states, in .

pertinent part, the following:

004
MTA—EASTSrIl]l)rI\E '{\&CESS . .,._,,@_,

L
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MORTON WEBER AND ASSOCIATES

Mr. Anthony G. Carr
Mr. Anthony Japha
August 7, 2000

Page 3 F

Soil and groundwater quality at the project
site was extensively investigated by numerous
consultants between 1586 and 1992. The site
was decommissioned, and remediation was
completed to aite-specific cleanup levels
approved by the NYSDEC. The zampling and
analytical metheds were approved by the

NYSDEC, After the remediation plan was <::)
completed, the NYSDEC delisted the site from
the Registxy of Inactive Hazardous Waste
Disposal Sites.

(Mall FEIS at 3-79,) Similarly, the MTA DEIS also acknowledges
that following (i) “"site cleanup," (ii) "disposal of all remaining
Process chemicals and hazardous materials," and (iii) "extensive
soil and groundwater testing," "the site was delisted by the NYSDEC
and reclassified as 'DL* -- Yequiring ne further action." (See MTA‘-
DEIS at 14-17.)

Please arrange for the MTA FEIS to coxrrect all
misstatements regarding the Cerro Wire Site, Mcreovex, please
provide to usg as socon as possible a copy of the MTA FEIS for our
review and our files.

We appreciate your attention to this matter and your
anticipated cooperation. If you should have any questions or
comments, please do not hegitate to call me.

Sincerely yours,

A

Keith H. Azxcher

¢¢: Harry Murphy, Esqg.

Weber\Taubman\MTA\ Carr-Japha8-4-2000.wpd



US: L4 2UUU HMUN 10127 rad dia-pAdisibe ACCLdY Ly Uiv

ROBERT W. RAMAGE JR. NG
127 BUTTERCUP LANE - —
HUNTINGTON, NEW YORK 11743-3050 1
212-332-5110 (DAYS) “ AuG 14 2000
631-549-0070 (EVES) \ GUT:CE GHiZT, PRAG Bio L.

SLANN CTID A noman
S DR RewuiN

-

Sy e

August 8, 2000

Mr. Anthony Japha

Chief Program Exccutive
MTA/LIRR East Side Access
469 Seventh Avenue

New York, NY 10018

Re: Comments on East Side Access Draft Environmental Lmpact Statement dated May 2000
Dear Mr. Japha:

] am writing to offer several comments on the referenced DEIS. Although this letter is written beyond the
“official” July 12* date for comments, I hope that you will receive this letter and incorporate a response to the

Harborfields/Greenlawn community —the public only recently became aware of the planned Hazeltme rail yard
and has just begun to access the impact—entirely adverse  that it will have on our community. You should be
aware that our local Jibrary only received a copy of the DEIS forwarded by Audrey Heffernan under a transmittal
letter dated Juty 20" Therefore, an allowance of additional time for comments seemns only fair.

1 would like to offer the following comments on several aspects of the project as described in the DEIS:

1. The proposed Hazeltime yard will have a very ADVERSE IMPACT on the Greenlawn community.

In addition to the noise, vibration, lighting and other harmful effects noted in your report, you fail to note that the
community will lose 57 units of moderatc-income housing planned for development. The DFEIS notes correctly
that this development is up for a zoning modification in late Scptember 2000 but fails to recognize that various
community groups have been working with the developer for more than five years (o develop the land in a fashion

that meets comununity needs. Under the developer’s plan, additional housing, sorely needed i the community, @
will be built and 5 acres will be dedicated for playing fields and other public activities. Greenlawn's Tri-Village
Little League in one of the most active on Long Island and is bursting at the seams for more space. Similarly, our
community soccer programs need additional playing fields. Use of these five acres for these and other recreational

programs will partially mitigate these needs.

Second, your analysis of the Greenlawn community makes it seem like an upper middle class “white enclave”.

Nothing could be further from the fruth. I think your statistics on community composition are out of date. Asan @
example, in the 3,100 student Harborfields School System, more than 30 languages arc taught in the English as a
Second Language Program. We have built a mixed raciai and cultural community over the years and this should
be recognized in your study.

With regard to the planned physical facilities, you should take nto account that there is only a single track ranning
east of Park Avenue toward the site. Further, the right of way is very narrow and, based on visual sightings, 1t
would appear that additional right of way would have to be acquired if a second rack were built. It is hard to see

how the proposed yard would operatc without an additional wack. Installing an additional rack would also likely @
mean relocating the 345KW power Jines that run along the track. These likely changes and their impact are not at
all considered I your report. Also, your report states that the space necded between tracks is 25” on centers. With
sixteen tracks planned under the Preferred Alternative, plus an additional 25” on either side, a minimum width for
the yard is likely to be 450° (18 x 25"). While T have not measured the distance from the current train track to
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Mr. Anthony Japha, Chief Program Executive
MTA LIRR East Side Access

August 8, 2000

Page 2

Pulaski Road, I would be very surpriscd if' it is 450°. If my analysis is correct, the land parcel is not wide enough
10 accommodate your preltmed alternative. If the 1.TRR built an eight-track yard here and and an eight track yard
in Hicksville, it would be harming two locarions, and probably result in some duplication of facilities. This would
not be optimiun and make the operations problems more complex.

Your analysis of the impact of the yard on abutting properties is incompletc, s it does not include any
consideration of the potential adverse impact on BAE Systems to the cast. This company, 2 unil of British
Aerospace, employs over 600 people at its Greenlawn location. According to 2 friend who formerly worked therc,
the company engages in activities that would be severely adversely impacted by vibration and large masses of
meta) from the tracks and trains, More specifically, they engage in precision machining of microwave systems as

well as field studies of antenna pattems relating to the ransmission of signals. Much of their work 1s highly @
classitied for the US Govermnment and the defense industry. According to my fiiend (an experienced senior
engineer), these activities would be likcly be severely compromised by the vibration and presence of large metal
masses. It is not beyond Lhe realm of possibility that the community and even the State could run the visk of losing
these 600+ “high technology” jobs. It is even conccivable that if BAE Systems were forced to consider a major
relocation decision, all BAF Systems activities on Long Island might be curtailed or shified elsewhere in the USA.
The adverse impact ol such an event would be great, not only on Greenlawn but also on the Town of Humtington,
Suffolk County and the State of New York. I strongly encourage you lo contact M. Ray Daughtery, President of
this unit of BAE Systems, o confinm this infonmation.

Your report fails 1o describe in any detail whatsoever the operating advantages of the yard in Grecnlawn. Further,
your report statcs that the altemative site—Cerro Wire in Hicksville—is not at all desirable from an operating
point of view. I do not beljeve this is true sincc that site is very close to the junction at Hicksville and would easily

serve not only the Port Jefferson Branch but also the Ronkonkomna Branch.  Given its much larger area, the @
absence of ncarby housing, and its present industrial zoning and use, in the absence of exremely compelling
operating reasons, I think Cerro Wire should be the preferred site. Trecognize that a planned shopping mail is
under consideration by its owner. However, if a trade-ofT'is 1o be made between additional housing and another
shopping mall, 1 think most people would favor housing. Long Island already has too many malls; many cannot
support themselves now, and it is hard (o see how another mall. particalarly at that industrial location, can be
Jjustificd.

For the reasons set forth above, 1 strongly favor the Cerro Wire altemative site if the choice is only between the
Greenlawn and the Hicksville sites.

II. THE DEIS FAILS TO CONSIDER ALL REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES FOR THE FORT
JEFFERSON BRANCH YARD.

The DEIS only reports on two alternatives for the Port Jefferson Branch yard. ITowever, inrecentdays as have
been riding the train, I note that there is a large undeveloped piece of land west of Oakwood Road and south of
Rogue’s Path in Huntington. The LIRR tracks run on the south edge. This land —approximately 209 acres- --was
formerly known as Froelich Farns and was acquired by the County in the mid-1990’s. It is now ealled Froclich

Farms County Park. The acquisition occurred after it was nominated by then Town Councilman James Gaughan

for acquisition by Suffolk County even though it was not originally considered eligible by Couaty Planming (0
Commissioner Lee Kopelmzn under the terms of the Safe Drinking Water Legislation. In effect, pressure from
local citizens to keep the land undeveloped forced its acquisition.

‘Iiis piece of land, in my opinion, is ideal for the yard. It is flat, not close to existing housing, and sufficicntly
roomy that a varicty of layouts could be considered. Tn addition, based on the projected 2010 and 2020 raffic
counts, fi:are deparmures from Iluntington will increasc by over 50%. This will likely necessitate substantial
additional parking facilitics at Huntington. One altemative to building such facilities at already crowded N
Huntington Station
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Mr. Anthony Jupha, Chief Program Executive
MTA LIRR East Side Access
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Page 3

would be to build an additional station at the Oakwood Road/Rogue’s Path location, mcorporating possibly 1-2
additional parking parages. (This generic possibility is mentioned as a solution to parking problems gencrully in
the Executive Summary but without any details.) This plan has the advantage of taking the vehicular waffic off of
Route #110, which cuts through the heart of Huntington. Furtber, Oakwood Road is already a four lanc state road
and would, in my opinion, easily be able to handle the waffic. Building an additional stop with gurage parking at
this locaiton would also relieve somc of the parking burden at Cold Spring Harbor just to the west. which is
already utilized to capacity.

I recognize that the LIRR's obtaining use of this land from SufTolk County might take an act of the State
Legislature. However, the attributes of this site seem so strong that I think you should thoroughly consider this site
as an option. Also, the operating problems related to reverse rain movements from the Cerro site would be
minimized, as this sitc is so close 1o Iluntington.

Finally, if this option is chosen, the Greenlawn and Cerro sites can be developed by their owners for their intended
uses. Further, the potential adverse impact of the proposed Greenlawn yard on BAE Systems would be avoided.

I THE LIRR PLLAN FAILS TO MAKE 1.ONG TERM PLANS FOR ADDITONAL RIGLITS OF WAY.

The DFIS explains that most growth in the labor force on Long Island will occur in Suffolk County. Therefore the
goal of any transit improvement plan should be to increase capacity to move peoplc from this area to New York
City rapidly and safely. However, the current LIRR plan still lcaves in place the three “spokes™—ihe Port
Jefferson, Ronkonkoma, and Montauk Branch lines. There is no link to connect these lincs east of Hicksville. 1
believe the LIRR planners should consider a right of way link from the Port Jefferson Branch (possibly at Stony
Brook Universily or Kings Park) to the Muin Line at or near Ronkonkoma. Similarly, a Tmk between the Montank
Branch and the Ronkonkoma Line at Yaphark could be established. With these two links, the LIRR will gain
greatly in scheduling and service [lexibility and will essentially be able to-run trains in loeps. To me this seems the
only way that adcquate additional service can be provided in the long run (20+ ycars) to serve the expanding
population of Suffolk County.

Under this scenario. the locations for the Port Jefferson Branch Yard should be reconsidercd. 1 am aware of
several large industrially zoned pieces of property off of Comsewogue Road in Port Jefferson which are bounded
by the LIRR. With the links in placc, it might be possible to put a yard near (he end of the Port Jefferson line.

While acquiring additional rights of way may be difficult, they will be needed eventually and it is probably wise 1o
acquire them now before Suffolk becomes cven more built up.

Thank you for considering my corments. I look forward to your prompt response.

Very truly yours,

7 .
/ R age, Jr. /

Robert W. T

Ce: Govemor George Pataki, Albany, New York
Supervisor Frank Pelrone, Town of Huntington, New York
Mr. Ray Daughtery, President, BAE Systems, Greenlawn NY
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FN dialog(R)File 638:Newsday/New York Newsday
CZ (c) 2000 Ncewsday Inc. All rights reserved.
AN 06308059
Title GOP SAYS HAILPIN BROKE A PROMISE
Newspaper name Newsday
JC (ND)
Date - Tuesday Octlober 29, 1991
Author Charles V. Zehren. STAFF WRITER
Edition SUFFOLK
Section heading NEWS
Page number 27
word Count 515
Lead paragraph Republican State Sens. Kenncth LaValle (R-Port jefferson) arad
James Lack (R-East Northport) made a rare appearance before a
special meeting of the Suffolk legislature's Finance Committcc
yesterday to charge that Democratic County Executive Patrick
Halpin has broken a promise to state lawmakers by proposing
that money be diverted from a water protection fund to balance
the 1992 budget.

Emall @cord(s;

Dizplay,print version l

In additior, the GOP legislators said during the meeting in
Hauppauge, the $24-million transfer won't leave enough money
for Suffolk's share to purchase the 209-acrc Froelich Farms
parcel in Huntington as planned.

TX_TX Halpin's chief deputy, Tom McAteer, dismisscd the scnators'
testimony as nothing but a "political skit" coming eight days
before Halpin faces re-election against challengers Assemb.
Robert Gaffney (R-Miller Place) and Asharoken's Conservative
Mayor William Kelly. He noted that LaValle is chairman of
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Gaffney's campaign committee and Lack is a strong Galfney
supporter.

McAteer said the $24-million transfer 1s legal and would not
alter the Drinking Water Protection Program, which caps
landfills and purchases environmentally scnsitive land. Instezad,
McAtcer said that if the GOP-dominated legislature rejects thic
fund transfer, it must find alternatives to balance the budget,
and that could mean wide-scale layoffs and radical budget cuats.
"Let's not believe that this isn't about the election,” he said.

During their testimony, LaValle and Lack produced a letter
from Halpin dated Aug. 1, 1988, when Suffolk was seeking
approval of state legislation to cnable the creation of the water
protection fund that is financed through a quarter-cent of the
local sales tax. Skitush over Halpin's insistence on a provision
in the bill to use some of the money in the fund to stabilize
property tax rates, Lack said he demanded a concession from
Halpin. In the letter, Halpin said, "I expect and intend that the
revenue will not be used to . . . reduce anticipated county
budget deficits." Lack said that, based on that promise from
Halpin, he obtaincd support for the measure from other
membecrs of the GOP-dominated Senate, who then approved the
creation of the fund. LaValle, on the other hand, said it was
preciscly because he feared that the money would be used for
purposes other than envirommental protcction that he voted
against the bill. LaValle yesterday said the criticism of Halpia
was timed to coincide with the Suffolk legislature’s
consideration of the $24 million transfer and not next weck's
election. "I really feel betrayed by Halpin," he said.

"Conumitment is imperative in building confidence." While not
questioning the legality of the transfer, Lack characterized
Halpin's proposal as "immoral” and "unethical." "You are only
as good as your word and your handshake in this business,"
Lack said. McAteer said Halpin's 1988 pledge "wasn't a
promise, but what he intended. And things have changed
drastically since then with thc economy and the budget."
Admitting that he has little in-depth knowledge of Suffolk's
budget, Lack in responding to questions from Chairman Legis.
Michael O'Donohoe (C-Northport) said the $24 million fund
transfer raises scrious doubts about the feasibility of the
Froelich Farms purchase.

ELECTION; 1991; REPUBLICAN PARTY; DEMOCRATIC
PARTY; CANDIDATE PATRICK HHALPIN; EXECUTIVE;
SUFFOLK COUNTY; ROBERT GAFFNEY; FINANCE
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l CNTL# 4807210
FN dialog(R)File 638:Newsday/Ncw York Newsday
CZ (c) 2000 Newsday Inc. All rights reserved.
AN 04807210
Title OWNERS REJECT PUBLIC OFFER FOR FROEHLICH
FARMS BID NOT DISCLOSED; VALUE PUT AT $50 M
Newspaper name NEWSDAY
JC (ND)
Date - Friday October 28, 1988
Author Maureen O'Neill
Edition NORTH SIIORE
Section heading NEWS
Page number 31
word Count 409
Lead paragraph The long-awaited offer for public acquisition of the 208-acrc
Froelich Farms for groundwater protection was placed on the
table this week, and it was immediately rejected by the owners'
rcpresentative. "1 would not agree to sell it at anything near
what was offered," said attorney Arthur Goldstein.

TX_TX Joan Scherb, Suffolk County commissioner of real estate, who
met with Goldstein on Monday, said the offer was bascd on the
county’s appraisal of the property. She refused to disclese the
figurcs on the undeveloped land, which runs along the west side
of Oakwood Drive from a point south of the Long [sland Rail
Road tracks to north of Pulaski Road. There have been
unconfirmed reports that the appraisal was in the neighborhoad
of $14 million.

Email'record(s)

Display print version . |

Goldstein, who, at the request of the public officials, adso
refused the disclose the amount offered, said he told Scherb, "If

(RAMAGE)
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you have confidence in the appraisal, you could condemn it."

He said that his projection of the number ol hemes that could be
built on the property would put the value of the land "in cxces s
of $50 mullion."”

Meanwhile, Goldstein said he told the officials that he was
pressing a suit against the 1untington Planning Board for
refusing to subdivide 25 acres of the site, on (wo parccls north
of Pulaski Road, wherc R & V Co., a partnership which owns
the farms, wants to crcate 21 homesitcs. An earlier suit is
expected to go back to court because the Huntington Town
Board has rejected a proposed scttlement that would have
allowed construction of 290 condominium units on the 91 acres
at the south end of the property and the transfer of 117 acres of
open land to the town. Attending the meeting with Scherb in
Goldsteiu's Huntington office were Huntington Town Altomey
Arlene Lindsay and Supervisor Toni Rettaliata’s chicf of staff,
Laure Nolan.

"We're going to revicw" the situation, Scherb said, "and, if
justified, revise the offer."

On Sept. 28, the town board voted to commit up to 35 percent
of money received from Suffolk's groundwater protection
program toward purchasing thc farms. The state also has
plcdged $2 million toward the purchasc of the property, which
is in a groundwater protection area. The rest of the funds would
come from the county. The town wants the county o take title
and prescrve the property.

The partners in R & V Co., are Victor Cynamon, Rubin Wagner
and RABCO Huntington Development Corp.

Subjects FARM; TOWN OF HUNTINGTON; LAND; HOUSING;
PLANNING; ZONING; LAWSUIT
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l CNTLi# 4660003
FN dialog(R)File 638:Newsday/New York Newsday
CZ (c) 2000 Newsday Inc. All rights reserved.
AN 04660003
Title THE POLITICS OF SPACE OFFICIAJ.S SPLIT ON
ACQUISITIONS
Newspaper name NEWSDAY
JC (ND)
Date - Sunday June 5, 1988
Author Kathleen Kerr
Edition NASSAU AND SUFFOLK
Section heading NEWS
Page number 03
word Count 2,104
Lead paragraph The well-manicured fairways of the Indian Hills Country Clu
that undulate down to the edge of Long Island Sound bave
become a battleground in the political skirmishing that has beset
Suffolk County's open-space acquisition program.

Emajlitcord(s)

Display print version. |

The screnity of the 136-acre Fort Salonga goll cowse belies the
increasingly hcated debate it has spawned between Suffolk
legislators and County Executive Patrick Halpin. Indian Hills
bas become a symbol for both sides in an cscalating battlec over
whether Suflolk's $60-million plan to prescrve environmentally
sensitive land has turmned into a political boondoggle instead.

TX_TX Halpin calls Indian Hills "thc $40,000 Headline" - refernng to
publicity gamered by Legis. Michael O'Donohoe (C-East
Northport), whose efforts to persuade the county to buy the land
have so far cost $40,000 for an outsidc appraisal.
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ODonohoe says Halpin should niind his own business. And
Legis. Steven Englebright (D-Setauket), who helped craft
Suffolk's open-space plan in 1986, says that buying the golf
course may not make sensc, but he defends the decision to
appraise it as "a legislative courtesy.”

The situation involving Indian Hills is not unique. Once
designed as a $60million program to buy 28 parcels deemed
worthy of preservation, proposals arc pending to cxpand
Suffolk's opcn-space program by 14 pieces of property. Those
acquisitions, recommended by 10 different legislators, have
been criticized by some who question their environmental
value, which is based on a complicated set of factors decided
upon by the county. And now somc lcgislators say that a
program designed to protect the environment has turmed into a
vote-getting mechanisin designed to help legislators get
re-elected. "I think 1t is political a lot of timcs," said Legis.
Sondra Bachety (D- North Babylon), the legislature's presiding
officer, who has asked the county to appraise a 13-acre wooded
parcel in her district. "It's almost as if you go back and say to
your constituents, 'L.ook what I saved for my district.' "

It is that sentiment, shared by Republican and Democratic
legislators, that has the county cxecutive warring with them
over the future of the county’s open-space program.

"This is a legacy we're going to be leaving future generations,”
Halpin said, questioning the value of some of their proposals.
The open-space program began in 1986, when Suffolk allocated
the $60 million to buy 28 properties - pine barrens, shoreline
parcels and marshlands. The propcrtics went through extensive
planning and environmental reviews and were approved by the
legislature as a packagc. To date, the county has finalized
purchases of only 12 of those 28 properties and committed cnly
$33 million of the $60 pullion. The remaining 16 arc in various
stages of negotiation, and somc may never be purchased
because the owners do not want to sell.

But in the past year lawmakers began quietly adding properties,
one at a time, by separate resolutions.

Halpin charges that by doing this the lawmakers have bypassed
necessary reviews, ordered costly appraisals for land that may
ncver be purchased and included parcels of dubious
environmental value. In addition, Halpin says he wants to stop
the county's practice of hiring outside appraisers and make sure
the county does not pay more than the appraiscd value. "The
voters of Suffolk County recognize the importance of
preserving open space, and they also don't want to see this
become Icgislative pork barrel,” Halpin said.
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"T think he should leave the land acquisition program alonc,"
responded O'Donohoc. "Once he starts changing rules, it's going
to becomc pork barrel legislation."”

The legislators' recent actions have also caused the county to
overspend the $307,000 that was budgeted for appraisals, to add
$190,000 to that pot, and to appraise parcels that they
acknowledge have slim if any chances of being purchased.

Since the original 28 parcels were approved, 10 different
legislators have sponsorcd 14 additional properties that are in
various stages of the process leading lo inclusion in the
program. Some havc not been acted on yct, some are being
appraiscd, and three have been approved for acquisition.

Although Halpin is opposcd to some parcels, such as the goll”
course, he has supported some others, such as Clam [sland, a
sand spit in Noyac that Halpin on Thursday agreed to add to the
program. And he argues that all the ncw properties should be
subject to cnvironmental and planning reviews. Englebright, an
ardent envirommentalist who heads the legislaturc's parks
comunittee, says he agrees with Halpin in principle but objects
to submitting the 14 new properties to the same reviews that the
original parcels underwent because the county executive and
Planning Dircctor Lee Koppelman are "dictatonal” when 1t
comes to open spacc. Under the provisions of the original
program, Koppelman's planning department revicwed
prospective purchases.

"The basic question 1s legislators were introducing their own
recommendations for property, and all the county executive
wanted was to have reviews," counters Koppelman, whose
office was involved in reviewing and recommending the
original 28 parcels.

While the legislaturc can order the county executive to

negotiate to buy propertics, the confidential negotiations are
conducted by Halpin's real estate commissioner, who is unlikely
to countermand his wishes. Among the additional properiies
coveted by the legislators are twa golf courses, an old horse
farm, land near an Islip creek, two farms in Huntingtlon, the
Smithiown mansion once owned by a former mayor of New
York City, and shorefront properties on the East End. Scme of
these properties are:

Orowoc Creek, a four-acre parcel in Islip, sponsored by Legis.

George Nolan (D-Islip). Halpin vetoed a legislative resolution
to buy the property for up to $400,000 after discovering it was

appraised at only $268,000.
(RAMAGE)
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Englebright had said the highcr price was necessary to allow for
negotiations. The legislature overrode the veto and instructed
the real cstate division to begin negotiatious.

Indian Hills, the golf course sponsored by O'Donohoe. Halpin
says the property has little valuc as environmentally sensitive
land. It is being appraised, after the legislature ovcrrode another
Halpin veto. The Hauppauge Country Club, another golf course,
sponsored by Legis.

Donald Blydcnburgh (RSmithtown). The property's
cnvironmental value has also been questioned by Halpin. It has
changed ownership in the Jast year, driving the potential cost to
the county upwards as much as 50 percent. The Dcepwells
mansion, sponsored by Legis. Michacl D'Andre (R-St.

James). D'Andre charges Halpin will only support his proposal
in exchange for D'Andre's support of the county exccutive's

plan to extend a quartcr-cent increase in the county sales tax;
Halpin denics the charge and questions whether Deepwells is
worthy of being added to the list, although he admuits it has
historical value. A mansion on the land once belonged to
William Gaynor, New York City mayor from 1910 to 1913. Old
Field Horse Famm, sponsored by Englebnght, a 13-acre horsc
farm that is used to show horses. The [arm, at the tip of a fragile
salt marsh, 1s being appraised.

The Froelich and Wicks Farms, sponsored by Lcgis. James
Gaughran (D- Huntington), which have been at the center of
coniroversy for many years.

Neighbors have tried for many years to get the properties
preserved as an open-space buffer, whilc a developer proceeds
with plans to build condominiums. An appraisal is under way.

"Many of the proposals are coming in because of pressurc on
the legislators from citizens who are saying they don't want to
see the land in their backyards developed,” said Suffolk's
assistant planning director, Arthur Kunz. "But you have to ask
dispassionately if development is really bad.”

In addition to questions raised by the new properties, Newsday
has found that in cases where the county has purchased
properties, it has often paid substantially more than appraisals
submitted by the private appraisers the county hired, after
reappraisals by county staff. Ialpin's real estate commissioner
is trying to end the practice of using outside appraisers. Deputy
Real Estate Commissioner Robert Sgroi, who was
commissioner until Halpin took office, says that as the county
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negotated with land owners, real estate priccs soared - forcing
the county to review the value of certain parcels and increa se
the appraised value.

"Over an extended period, real estate values increased,” Sgroi
said, justifying the county's expenditures. "And sometimes we
had to appraise a property several times."

In seven of the 12 cases where the county has closed on a
propcrty, the county appraisers arrived at higher figures than the
outside consultants had and used their findings 1o justify higzher
purchasc prices. Camp Barstow, a former Brookhaven Girl
Scout camp, exemplifies the problem with escalating property
values and fluctuating appraisals.

Appraisals on the property ranged from $2.6 miilion to $4
million - the price the county eventually paid - over a
sevenmonth period, according to county documents.

Joan Scherb, the new commissioner, says shc will institute a
different policy. She also said she plans to hire more county
appraisers to decrease the county's use of private firms and to
discontinue the practice of multip!e outsidc appraisals. In at
least s1x cases, the county has paid for two or more appraisals,
spending 31,500 to $10,000 each time. Sgroi says understalfing
was the reason the department uscd private appraisers in the
past.

Despite the costs of appraisals and the ongoing political
struggle between Halpin and the legislature, environmentalists
defend some of the proposed additions and urge both sides not
to losc sight of the original intent to preserve undeveloped land.

Andrew Walker, dircctor of the Long Island chapter of the
Nature Conservancy - a non-profit conscrvation group that
acquires environmentally sensitive land and that has assisted
Suffolk 1n some of its purchases - agrees with Halpin that
potential purchases should first be reviewed by the planning
department.

"We have a concem about adding parcels,” Walker said. "I

think any open- space piece of land has to undergo some sort of
cnvironmental review; there has to be scine consensus that this
1s property that should be protected. But Walker also believes
that the legislatorss' push to buy land in their districts should

not be dismissed as merely political. “Saving land is a funny
business. Open-space arcas represent a cultural and natural
history heritage,” Walker said. "It's my sense that a lot of
legislators are responding to a genuine desirc in their
communitics to preserve a way of life and a landscapc."

(RAVAGE)
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Pet Properties - Proposed additions to the open-space program
that arc undcr consideration by the legislature, with unofficial
estimates of value where available

Parcel: 1. llauppaugc Country Club

Legislative sponsor(s): Donald Blydenburgh (R-Smithtown)
Estimated value/status of proposal: $20 million, no action yet
Parcel: 2. Clam Island, Southampton

Legislative sponsor(s): Fred Thiele (R-Sag Harbor) Estimated
value/status of proposal: $3 million, legislature approved
purchase

Parccl: 3. Land around Orowoc Creek, Islip

Legislative sponsor(s): George Nolan (D-Islip)

Estimated value/status of proposal: $268,000, legislature
approved purchase

Parcel: 4. Barcelona Neck, East Hampton

Legislative sponsor(s): Fred Thiele (R-Sag Harbor)
Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way
Parccl: 5. Old Field Horse Fann

Legislative sponsor(s): Steven Englebright (D-Setauket)

Estimated value/status of proposal: $700,000-$1 milljon.
Appraisal under way, proposed town-county joint purchase

Parcel: 6. Ram Isiand Causcway, Shelter Legislative sponsor(s):
Fred Thiele, (R-Sag Harbor)

Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way
Parcel: 7. Froelich Farm, Huntington
Legislative sponsor(s): James Gaughran (D-Huntington)

Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way

(RAMPAGE)
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Parcel: 8. Wicks I'arm, [Iuntington

Legislative sponsor(s): James Gaughran (D-Huntington)
Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way
Parccl: 9. Indian Hills County Club, Huntington

Legislative sponsor(s): Michael O'Donohoc (C-East Northport)

Estimated value/status of proposal: $15 million, appraisal undecr
way

Parcel: 10. Deepwells Estatc, Smithtown
Legislative sponsor(s): Michacl D'Andre (R-St. James)
Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way

Parcel: 11. Wooded area near Great East Neck Road, North
Babylon

Legislative sponsor(s): Sondra Bachety (D-North Babylon),
Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way
Parccl: 12. Scattered parcels, Lindenhurst

Legislative sponsor(s): Richard Schaffer (D-Lindenhurst)
Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way
Parcel: 13. 20 acres at Panamoka Lake, Brookhaven
Legislative sponsor(s): Gregory Blass (R-Jamesport)

Estimated value/status of proposal: $1.1 million, legislature
okayed purchase, proposcd joint town-county acquisition

Parcel: 14. Lustgarten Nursery, Brookhaven Legislative
sponsor(s): Gregory Blass (R-Jamesport)

Estimated value/status of proposal: Appraisal under way

SOURCE: Suffolk County Real Estate Dcpartment
GRAPIH, PIIOTO, MAP

Newsday Photo by Dick Kraus-A view of the clubhouse at the
Indian Hills Country Club, one of the propertics involved in the

open space controversy. (
RAMAGED
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Newsday Graph by Brigitte-Pet Properties. Proposed additions
to the opeu-space program that are under consideration by the
legislature - See end of text. Map of SUFFOLK COUNTY
Showing location of proposcd additions to the open-space
program - scc microfilm.
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FN dialog(R)File 638:Ncwsday/Ncw York Newsday
C7Z (c) 2000 Ncwsday Inc. All rights reserved.

AN 04203170
Title LEGISLLATORS OK GROUNDWATER STUDY
Newspaper name Ncwsday
JC (ND)
Date - Friday July 17, 1987
Author Maureen O'Neill
Edition NASSAU AND SUFFOLK
Section heading NEWS
Page number 33
word Count 364
Lead paragraph The State Legislature has approved a $300,000 fund for the

study of groundwater protection and spccifically targeted ninc
arcas on Long Island, including the controversial fammlands on
West Pulaski Road in Huntington. The legislation, which still
requires the signature of Gov. Mario Cuomo, would authorize
the Long Island Regional Planning Board to draw up
water-management programs for the nine areas to maintain the
water quahty in the critical groundwater recharge aress.

TX_TX Lee Koppelman, chairman of the regional planning board, said
he was "cxtremcely gratified” that the measurc had passed since
the studics, which will take about two years, couid open the way
io obtaining up to $20 million over five years for watershed
protection.

"We're so thrilled," said Jeanne Waters, president of the
Huntington Farmlands Association, who said the bill, which
would take effect Sept. 1, took three years to pass both houses

(AAMAGE)
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in Albany. The study would includc the 208-acre Froelich
Farms and the 98-acre Wicks farm, both on West Pulaski
Road.

The lown is considering a proposal to build 290 condominiums
on 91 acres of Froelich Farms, with 117 acrcs to be donated to
the town for open space. The plan has drawn opposition from
community groups hoping to save the fam.

But Koppelnan cautioned that, "I don't want to kid auyone that
the study 1s going to preserve the Froehlich Farm. We've passed
the need for a study to save it. The only thing to save it is cash."”

Arthur Goldstcin, attorncy representing the developers, said that
the anticipation of the civic groups "is pie in the sky.” He saicl
that that 208 acres would cost $40 million to $50 million
dollars” and "no one is going to pay that when they can get 117
acres for free."

The other areas to be studied on Long Island include the North
Hills area of North Hempstead; the northeastern villages in
Oyster Bay, the West Hills area of Huntington; the Oak Brush
Plains of Huntington and Babylon; the Setauket Pinc Barrens of
Brookhaven; the Central Pine Barrens of Brookhaven,
Riverhead and Southampton; the South Fork Morainal Forest in
Southampton and East Hamplon, and the Hither Hills area of
East Hampton.

Subjects NEW YORK STATE; TOWN OF HUNTINGTON; WATER ;
REPORT; LONG ISLAND

Previous ﬂ

Enter terms: froelich farms [ | Search
] Go to Advanced Search

Help « New Search *Change Database » Exit
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STy ¢ o\ PLEASE RESPOND TO
OWEN H. JOHNSON - g TO:
SENATE VICE PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE THE S E'NATb 00 6 0 DISTRICT OFFICE:
CHAIRMAN STATE OF NEW YORK 23-24 ARGYLE SOUARE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON L 1. MARINE DISTRICT BABYLON. LONG ISLAND. Y 11702
COMMISSIONER 1631) 669-9200
ATLANTIC STATES 0 ALBANY OFFICE:
MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION ROOM 811
LRGISLATIVE OFFICE BLDG.
August 30, 2000 ALBANY, NY 17247
(518) 455-3411
Marc V. Shaw, Executive Director iohn; W AEELING
Metropolitan Transportation Authority "%
347 Madison Avenue 6%1
New York, N.Y. 10017 . %
' -
- ~ » - ; c
Re: Proposed Expansion of the LIRR Babylon Train Maintenance & Storage Yard IS
&/

Dear Executive Director Shaw:

1 am writing to make you awarc of my strong opposition t0 the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority's (MTA) proposal to expand the Long Island Rail Road's (LIRR)
Babylon Train Maintenance and Storage Yard located in the hamlet of West Islip.

-

Upfortunately, | was only recently made aware of this ill-conceived proposal through
local news reports. Let me be brief and to the point: this proposal should go no further as it is
totally unacceptable to the various clected officials of all the municipalities surrounding the
Babylon Yard; the local residents of West Islip and Babylon Village; and myself. To propose the
condemnation of commercial 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. While I
understand the nced for locating additional storage on the Babylon line for new train cars that
will be added to the flect over the next few years, 1 cannot approve of the expansion of a facility

" “in a community that has suffered for decades from the negativeimpacts of the operations of the

Babylon Yard. -
In observing the problems that have occurred with the proposed train storage sites in 1
other localities, and considering the srong opposition to the Babylon Yard expansion, I would @

strongly recommend that, in the future, the MTA confer directly with state represcntatives before
recommending such projects in their respective districts.

Very truly yours

Vice Presdent Pro Tempore

OllJrwg

¥
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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

COUNTY LEGISLATURE

PAUL J. TONNA

HENRY L. BARTON, JR.
PRESIDING OFFICER

CLERK

September 19, 2000

Mr. Kenneth Bauer

- Acting President LIRR
Jamaica Station
Jamaica, NY 11435

Dear Mr. Bauer:

Enclosed please find a copy of the following sense resolution that was adopted by the Suffolk County
Legislature on September 12, 2000:

Sense Resolution _No. 11420000 - MEMORIALIZING RESOLUTION REQUESTING
"METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (MTA) TO REJECT GREENLAWN RAIL
YARD LOCATION

It would be appreciated if you would indicate the sense resolution number should you wish to respond.
If you have any questions, please contact Donna Barci at (631) 853-4074 or write to me at the Suffolk
County Legislature, P.O. Box 6100, Hauppauge, New York 11788-008S.

Very truly yours,

Clerk ofthe Legislature

Enc.
HLB:db

N | o DE@HUWED\.

|
1l st <5200 l
E

| PRESHIHT'S OFFICE

300 CENTER PRIVE RIVERHEAD. NY 11901-3398 . = (631) 852-1700
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Sense No. 114 -2000 " LOT 8/8/00
Introduced by Legislator Binder, Cooper

MEMORIALIZING RESOLUTION REQUESTING
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
(MTA) TO REJECT GREENLAWN RAIL YARD
LOCATION

WHEREAS the MTA is considering two sites on the Port Jefferson
branch of the Long Island Railroad for the siting of a new storage and cleaning
facility to handle the addition of 220 electric cars required to operate new
services to the Grand Central Terminal, viz.,, the former Cemo Wire site in
Syosset and the Greenlawn site referred to as the "Hazeltine site”; and

WHEREAS, the draft environmental impact statement for this
project has referred to the Greenlawn site as the preferred site for the new rail
yard; and

WHEREAS, using the Hazeltine site would disrupt and adversely
affect nearby residential communities because the rail yard is inconsistent with
the character of the quiet residential communities to the north and south of the (D
proposed site, and because the yard would be very active and well [it at night;
now, therefore, be it '

RESOLVED, that this Legislature hereby requests the MTA to
reject the Hazeltine site in Greenlawn, Suffolk County, as a site for the new
electrified rail storage and cleaning facility for electric cars to be operated by the
MTA; and _j

RESOLVED, that the Clerk of this Legislature is hereby directed to
forward copies of this Resolution to Governor George E. Pataki; to the Majority
Leader of the New York State Senate Joseph L. Bruno; to the Speaker of the
New York State Assembly Sheldon Siiver; to the Minority Leaders of the New
York ‘State Senate and the New York State Assembly; to each member of the
Long Island delegation to the New York State Legislature; to each member of the
Board of the MTA; and to the President of the LIRR

DATED:  SEP 12 2000

s:\\memres\mr-mta-site



October 6, 2000

Mr. Anthony G. Carr

Deputy Regional Administrator

Federal Transit Administration, Region II
One Bowling Green, Room 429

New York, New York 10004

Dear Mr. Carr,

As a long time Huntington resident and Greenlawn resident as well, I am horrified after recently
learning of a proposed MTA Storage Yard facility for the Greenlawn area off of Pulaski and
Lake Roads. The MTA idea is completely unsuitable to this well established residential area. The
existing property appears to be former farm lands that has regenerated to the natural woodlands
that it once was, something that is rare to have in this area of Suffolk County. The various
residential developments and specialty built houses within about 300 feet or so of this property
would make the MTA proposed yard facility very negatively impacting of the residential
communities and their property values as well as inflict social and physiological impacts to all
Greenlawn residents.

One has only to walk thru the Greenlawn Village and stroll thru the residential streets adjacent to
the undeveloped property site to realize that this is a quaint and comfortable little Town area,
without the hubbub that is common and detractful to other communities. There is a tranquil
quality without the fast paced atmosphere, in Greenlawn, and construction of the MTA storage
yard will detract from the unique qualities that many of us have found living here.

I read thru the DEIS in our Harborfields Library. For your information, this local library did not
receive this report until after the hearing was held, and so was beyond the capability of local
residents like myself to respond and comment to the MTA and LIRR. The 45 day comment
period did not really apply to our local residents. It appears there was insufficient dialogue and
awareness of the MTA Storage Yard Proposal by Greenlawn residents, because only one
informational meeting had been listed as being held in Suffolk County on June 8, 1999 to discuss
environmental studies relating to the storage yards. There should have been a effort by MTA to
notify the local Town Supervisor, the Town Planning & Environment Department, and perhaps a
local civic association. After all, the MTA had begun over a year ago to “short list” its possible
yard locations and the “Hazeltine” site was one of those selected as being suitable. I do not
believe that a single Legal Notice being placed in a newspaper such as the Newsday or the NY
Times is sufficient notification of a Agency proposed action, because of the enormous public
funding required and the large project scope of design and construction. Were any Legal Notices
placed in the Suffolk News and other local papers? I believe that the Federal Government NEPA
policy was not administered in good faith as there appears to be evidence of insufficient
notification and awareness given to the effected local residents.

Page 1 of 6




Letter from Gene Gaye; Greenlawn Resident ; dated 10/6/2000 Re: MTA-Storage Yard

There were many informational meetings listed for the New York City area, and yet only a single
meeting held for Suffolk County to discuss environmental issues and studies. Was that meeting
acutally advertised appropriately and held in Suffolk County?

I believe there should have been two Official Public Hearings, one in Manhattan as carried out,
and one in Long Island to enable all the possible effected communities to be aware and provide
comment. It would have been appropriate to hold it in a Government Building that is central to
Yaphank, Huntington, Babylon, and Oysterbay Town residents; the State Office Building in
Hauppauge could have been selected to have the necessary Public Hearing.

I'hereby request that other involved Government Agencies with Authority such as the Federal
Transit Administration, and the Long Island Rail Road will make the MTA more accountable to
insure that all communities effected by this project are given the proper notification and
awareness, and are able to give public comment before the Project Preferred Alternatives are
further developed. I know that the Town of Huntington and Greenlawn residents would have
given their comment and advisement that this MTA proposed site is directly in conflict to the
residents expectations and ongoing development plans for this private property.

The MTA has given much more weight to its engineering and operational considerations than it
had to the environmental impact considerations, in selection of the “Hazeltine” site as the
preferred site location. Evidently, the Cerro-Wire site, that is already zoned for light and heavy
industrial use and has been used for such purposes for many years, was not selected over the
Hazeltine site because the DEIS reports the presence of contaminated materials that would need
to be mitigated and shopping mall proposals for that site. The DEIS says the proposed MTA yard
would not be a significant adverse impact to the Cerro-Wire site on page 3-39, and further says

* At Hazeltine converting a field to a rail-yard would represent a significant change in the use of
the site. Rail uses would be a marked contrast from the existing residential neighborhood to the
north and south”.

Other report information says the residents at the Cerro- Wire site are not situated to be in view
of the site, outside that 400 foot buffer radius area that would separate the yard from the
residences, and there is ample industrial activity surrounding the Cerro-Wire site at present

( Waste Dump, DOT maintenance yard, and other industrial/ commercial building uses.

However, the DEIS states that there would be direct visual impact based on the flatness of the
Hazeltine site with surrounding residences, and the higher position of houses north of the tracks,
and mentions that 35 residences would fall within the 400 foot buffer area MTA has proposed for
its separation of their yard from the rest of the Town developments.

Under Economic Considerations, the DEIS cites positive economic gains for the Cerro- Wire site
based on possible Mall Development, yet it fails to mention any possible economic gains for the

Hazeltine site which has long ago been planned for residential housing development.
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Letter from Gene Gaye, Greenlawn resident; dated 10/6/2000 Re: MTA-Storage Yard

I strongly believe that residential housing will contribute monies and revenue to the Greenlawn
area and Town of Huntington, in the form of property taxes, and purchases that one makes in
their community to live there. In fact, the types of houses being built in the area have all been in
the $350,000 to $450,000 dollar range, and this obviously adds value to the community
neighborhoods real estate values.

I believe that the engineering and operational considerations, such as the benefits of shorter power
line requirements, elimination of “dead head or reverse movements”, and the fact that the ground
is already flat as opposed to sloped such that earth excavation is eliminated , are less important
reasons to prefer the Hazeltine site, based on the DEIS acknowledged adverse impacts. Any extra
costs for engineering and operational considerations to put the yard at a different site would be
negligible compared to the costs of lost house resale values, lost residential development related
revenues and taxes, and the hard to quantify costs associated with the change in social and
physiologic character that the area would experience. How do you measure the lost future
opportunities of Greenlawn residents for future residents, future businesses and companies
wanting to establish themselves here, all based on the diminished value of Greenlawn by the MTA
storage yard preference.

Use of your own storage yard site selection criteria ( 6 criteria total ) in their order as presented,
should have immediately disconsidered the Hazeltine site because it conflicts with the criteria item
“ Should not be near sensitive land uses such as residences, hospitals, schools, and parkland”. This
criteria seems more important than the last criteria listed - “risk of acquiring liability for
environmental contamination should be minimized”, and a reason the Cerro-Wire site was not as
preferred.

I have specific concerns for the environmental impacts caused by an MTA Storage Yard at
“Hazeltine” and they are as follows:

1.There are natural ponds north just north of the train tracks that would indicate there is
natural water springs and aquifers within the impacted site area. Is this not one of the
criteria that would make the Hazeltine site as unsuitable rather than preferred?

2. Will the local Water Authority service be in anyway impacted by the MTA need for water to
wash its trains? The local residents rely on this Water service as we do not have individual ground
wells. Currently, there are no demands for water service at the property, and proposed resident
water uses would be minimal against the demands the M. A. facility would create. Why are there
no figures for volumes and consumption demands, and assessments of impact to the local
Water Authority systems found or studied in the M.A. DAIS?

3.There is no mention of what chemical processes or what chemical treatments and
chemical compounds would be introduced to the wash water waste that will be significant

in volume.
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Letter from Gene Gaye, Greenlawn resident/6/2000 Re: MTA-Storage Yard

( Concern # 3 continued);

The train undercarriages see a lot of oily type and perhaps carcinogenic compounds and
substances that might emanate from the train equipment and gear. How will that scummy and
inorganic waste material be eliminated from the wash water once it has cleaned the train? Will
M.A. ever begin service - repair type operations to electric or mechanical systems on the train
cars, as cooling/ air-conditioning systems, brake cooling systems and other train components that
would involve removal and disposal and replacement of chemicals and chemical compounds?

4. The DEIS mentions tile - field type drainage for water waste discharging and regeneration into
the ground ( hence reintroduced into the aquifer system) , yet no other prior water treatment
process is called for. I believe the field tile drainage is inappropriate without prior water
treatment processes that remove chemical compounds and inorganic materials and
compounds, oils , scum and the like. The tile field would become ineffective shortly after
usage because of the inability of the ground to continue to absorb scum materials and
unnatural chemical compounds. There are vast clay layers in the area, and these drains would
have to be placed well below that to drain- leach anything. I believe that any M A. Storage Yard
must have its own waste water treatment facility to properly process the water prior to its re-
introduction back into the ground. Currently there is no extra demand for water use by the
property, and there is no chemical & toxic wastes, and other train related waste products
generated by the private property. Are you willing to compromise and contaminate the
ground soils and the ground waters as a cost of providing your transportation
improvements?

5. The stored train cars to be moved around the storage yard will require train engines to roll
them, causing extra noise by the engine loads needed. There will be air-brake associated noise
during these operations, and the general steel to steel noise of slow rolling stock on the tracks.
The engaging and dis-engaging of the train couplings will create noise.

Currently there is no noise emanating from the property and there will also be much less
noise created by residential use and development of this property.

6.There be fencing and perhaps barbed wire atop the fencing to discourage vandalism as the M.A.
proposes. That will also include lighting to light the entire facility grounds. These necessary
features ( fencing and lighting) will have a profound visual and social impact upon the
community. The M. A. plan of providing a buffer of trees and perhaps landscaped treatment will
not sufficiently buffer the Yard from the community. Noise, visual impacts, and lighting emissions
that “cast a halo” will not be effectively diminished by these proposed treatments.

7.The removal of human wastes from train car bathrooms creates environmental toxic
substances that can be unpleasant and negative to the air quality of the community, even if
removed and stored into vast sewage storage tanks for later pumping and disposal. There should
be no in ground seepage- leaching type basins that rely on the natural ground layers to filter the
effluents into the ground as it creates a point discharge effect.
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Letter from Gene Gaye, Greenlawn Resident; 10/6/2000 Re: MTA-Storage Yard

( Concern # 7 continued );

The report mentions 16- very long (1600ft) sewage tanks presumably for above ground storage

use for this “black water effluent” storage, and these tanks themselves will be subject to potential 1
overfilling and pumping hazards that may cause spillage to the adjacent grounds. There is a high
potential for the immediate area with residences to encounter odors normally found at a sewage @
treatment facility. Why didn’t the DAIS offer engineering estimations of the volumes of such

waste, the frequency of need to pump out the storage tanks to empty them, and estimation
of how quickly these tanks would become filled, and where the wastes would be delivered
and how, for treatment elsewhere? There are no current odors or toxic substances being
generated by the property as it is now.

8. How are the traffic conditions during peak hours changed or effected at the location
where the tracks cross Park Avenue , by siting the Storage Yard at “Hazeltine”? From my
own observation, this location has heavy volumes across the tracks already during peak commuter
times. Will there possibly need to be a grade separation project proposed in the next 30
years from completion of the Yard based on future rail needs, and movements perhaps @
related to the yards function and location on the northern branch line? If a grade separation
were determined desirable based on future expectational needs and traffic volumes, is there
possibility that the tracks would have a conflict with the “Hazeltine” proposed site which is flat
and at approximate equal elevation to the existing track line? Any such change in elevations
needed in the future would likely have a direct negative impact to the community.

9. There is no indication in the DAIS that the 80 or so M.A. Yard employees would be assigned
there from other current assignments elsewhere, or would be hired from the locality. There is no
indication of the wages for these employees. If the wages are not comparable to the surrounding @
wage earners who live here, isn’t there a likelihood that the Town and Community would benefit
less; perhaps the employees would not be able to afford to live in the immediate area. Would this
create extra commuter burdens on the roadways with less benefit than would be caused by new
potential residents that would live and commute from the Hazeltine property.

In summary, it appears there are substantial issues that should be addressed by the M. A before it
goes ahead any further in its completion of either its project Design Reports or any of the process
stages that the Federal Government and State Government require to advance this project any
further. It is more appropriate, given all the above concerns to re-evaluate the idea of this
Greenlawn property as being feasible to the project needs, and to come to a realistic selection of a
different location to be mentioned as feasible in the draft design report. The various Long Island
Communities effected by these proposed MTA Storage Yards should be fully made aware of all
the potential effects, and public informational meetings should be planned in the immediate future.
Only then could important public comment be obtained to be considered for the MTA Proposed
Project Work.
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Letter from Gene Gaye, Resident of Greenlawn; 10/6/2000 Re: MTA- Storage Yard

( In Summary continued);

The revised DEIS, based on this valid and important public comment that was not heretofore
effectively and responsibly obtained by MTA, would better constitute a Official Project
Documentation and Report . Without revisions or change in these proposed Storage Yard
selections and preferences, there should be a hold off of State and Federal Funding which
becomes another major Taxpayer investment responsibility for the distant future.

I sincerely hope that you will direct these concerns to the Management and Project Managers of
M.A, LIRR, and State and Federal Agencies involved with this project, so that the community
can have a better sense that the Government Agencies who represent the Public Interests are
effectively doing so, and are sensitive to the effected local communities. I hope to hear from
your office as well. '

Only two days ago, the Newsday papers reported that MTA has postponed any action on the
proposed Yard acquisition for about two years. This is good news but only a temporary relief as
it does not address any long term commitment not to acquire this property.

Thank you in advance for your efforts to be yet made that will allay the concerns that we all share
in this community. I apologize for the length of this letter that was necessary to describe my
comments, concerns and questions. It is however, much less in volume to the large DEIS that we
all were offered to read “after the fact™ as our only source of information to understand your
large Project.

Sincerely yours,
Lyt 1) A
ene Gaye ?V
17 Tulip Street
Huntington, New York 11743

cc: Mr. Anthony F. Japha, Chief Pgm Exec., MTA/ LIRR East Side Access
MTA Headquarters
Ms. Pamela Burford, Director of Planning And External Relations, LIRR
Governor G. Pataki
State Senator Carl L. Marcellino
State Assemblyman John J. Flanagan
Congressman Gary Ackerman
Huntington Town Supervisor Frank P. Patrone
Huntington Town Board; Councilperson Marlene Budd; Councilman Mark Cuthbertson
Ms. Elaine Capobianco, Pres., Oldfield Home Security Council and Citizens Associatio
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