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RECORD OF DECISION
East Side Access Project

prepared by

U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT)
Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

and

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA]
in cooperation with
Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) °

Decision

environmental Record of Decision (ROD), finds that the requircments | §

("Project”). The Project is Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative that was e

The FTA, pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regularions (CFR) Section 771.127 and by this

bf the National

ated in the East

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) have been satisfied for the East ‘31:{ Access Project

Side Access Final Euvironmental Trapact St?,teg'npm (FEIS) issued by FTAon ]

Background

ch 6, 2001.

The Project involves construction of new tunnels in Queens and Manhattan
trains to the East Side of Manhattan into 2 new terminal beneath Grand Cen
new tunnels will be built 10 connect to the lower level of the existing 63rd Sire
passes nnder the East River. In all, approximately seven miles of new tunnel
50,000 linear feet of track will be constructed.

The three new tracks will connect to the LIRR Main Line. The fourth and fifth ¢
to a new loop track leading to a new storage yard to be located in-Yard A

will bring LIRR
Termunal. The
Tunnel, which
and more than

a busy section
ins must pass.
ks will conncct
a new LIRR

"maintenance facility to be located in Arch Strect Yard. Existing freight operatipns by the New

York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR) will be discontinued ar Yard A The Prdi
establishment of 2 new NYAR freight storage yard at an existing but unused y
a new mamtenance facility at Fresh Pond Yard, which are both in Queens,
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At the existing 63rd Street Tumnel’s westerly terminus in Manhattan, the Project’s new
connecting tunnels will head west under the Lexington Avenne subway and thex tura south under
. Park Avenne beneath Metro-North Railroad’s Park Avemie tunmels. The tunpels will procsed
south under Park Avenue, passing under the 60th Streer tunnel of New York City Transit’s N and
R subway lies. As the tunnels approach Grand Central Termual, they will fin out to provide
new tracks and platforms below Grand Central Terminal’s lower-level tracks (ak described in the
FEIS as Option 2 of the Preferrcd Alternative). Each platform will have stairs and escalators
rising to mezzanine-level cross-passageways above and perpendicular to thr platforms. From
these passageways, stairs and escalators will rise to a lazge new concourse forf the LIRR in the
area currently occupied by Metro-North’s Madison Yard.

As part of the Project, rail car storage facilities for Metro-North will be constructed at the
currently underutilized Metro-North Highbridge Yard in the Bronx. Highbridgt [Yard is currently
used for the temporary storage of track equipment and railroad ties and for mdbiilization of work
trains. The Project also includes a new rail station (Sunnyside Station) under Queens Boulevard
in the Suonyside arca of Long Island City, Queens. The new station will iclude passenger
platforms adjacent to the LIRR tracks to Hunterspoint Avenue and East River unnel Lines 1 and
4. it will provide service to Penn Station. -T

The full ESA service plan requires 220 new clectric vehicles be added to thL LIRR’s fleet by
2020. It is anticipated that 180 of the 220 vehicles will be needed for East Side|Access by 2011

and au additiona! 40 vehicles will be necded’d§ 2020. A portion of the funds odigi y ideutified
for the purchase of rolling stock in the FEIS havc been reallocated within the $4.35 billion budget
for construction, engineering and management. The 40 vehicles that are expected to be needed by

2020 will be purchased as part of the MTA/LIRR s ongoing flest procaremenj and are not part
of the Project. The rolling stock needs of the Project will require an incremental kxpansion in the
amount of storage space. In particular, without the Project, the LIRR plang To expand four
exisung storage yard facilities in Port Washington, Babylon, Ronkonkoma, and L.ong Beach and
to construct a2 new yard on the Port Jefferson Branch. With the Project, there will be a need for
additional electric rail storage space for the 220 new vehicles for mghttime stprage and related
servicing activities—overnight cleaning, ordinary servicing (toilets, etc.), and Visual inspection.
This will require additional storage tracks to be developed on Long Island for the Port Jefferson,
the Babylon/Central, and the Maim Line/Ronkonkoma Branches.

Because the increased need for storage vards is one of the foreseeable cnviron.ﬁn ntal impacts of
the Project, the FEIS includes a review of likely potential impacts from yz development.
Although no sites have been selected, the DEIS initially considered seven sitéd in Nassau and
Suffolk Counties. ‘As explained in the FEIS, these sites are only included to illustiate the types of
impacts that could occur with devclopment of new yard facilitics on Long Island

Planning for the storage yards is still at a very early stage. As more informatiph is known, the
process of identifying potentially appropriate sites for the new yards and seﬁc:cting preferred
alternatives for those sites will be conducted by-the LIRR.  As the planning of this additional
Storage progresses and the expansion or addition of storage yards and location| ¢f the yards are
identified, cach potential site will be subject 10 an environmental review undér NEPA, tiering
from the East Side Access FEIS. Public ourreach and any meetings rcgémding any yard
development and decision-making processes will be-planned.
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Alternatives Considered

The project alternatives for the East Side Access Project were identified as
Investment Study' (MIS) and a comprehensive planning process that involve
discussions, outreach, scoping meetings, and the evaluation of envirg '
toward developing scenarios that would improve transit access to the cast

Manhattan and increase the capacity of the LIRR system. Twenty-threc alternatt
evaluated for constructability, operational feasibility, and ability to meet the g
identified for the wansportation corridor. Of these 23 alternatives, five were ad
for more detailed evaluation aimed at identifying the most appropriate

consideration in the Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS). These eval |

d

on a set of quantitative and qualitative critgrig that included consideration of rfonnance,

community effects, social equity, and environmental impact.

As a result of the analyses prepared for the MJS, the New York Metropoliri
Council (NYMTC)—which is the Metropolitan Planming Organization (MPO}
adopred a locally preferred alternative on June 25, 1998 (Resolution No.

cngineering was then undertaken for the locally preferred alternative, i,
Alternative evaluated in the DEIS that will provide LIRR service to Grand Ce.
the lower level of the 63rd Strcet Tunnel. As part of the engineering eft'ortﬂ'
options were devcloped for the Preferred Alternarive and these werc evaluated i

ng considerarions and input received from the public :L

As a result of engineeri
period, Engineering Option 2 for the Manhatran alignment W

the DEIS comment
Preferred Alternati
. regulations, and gnidance for implementing NEPA, the Transportation Efﬁciencly
Century (TEA-21) and Title 49 USC Chapter 53.

The FEIS contains an assessment of three altcmaﬁi'es—No Action, T

Management (TSM), and Preferred Altemative—for providing transit service it

Transportation Corridor. In addition, the FEIS includes a discussion of the aité

origmally included in the MIS. This description is provided in Chapter 2 of
addmional information provided in Appendix,Aqu the FEIS. i

N
impact evaluation of the other alternatives. Tt consists of
in the MTA’s 2000-2004 Capital Program and the LIRR’s long-range plans, as
sponsored by other transportation agencies that have received a similar level of ¢
wil be in place by the FEIS analysis years. The No Action Aliernative includ'l
. service to Penn Station from the current 37 trains to 42 trains during the p
assumes that new dual mode service will be in place, providing a one-seat ride td
diesel territory.

TSM Alternative. The TSM-Altem;tiYe consists of a number of improvements

planned for construction or operation, to maximize the use of the existing trans
without major capital expenditures. ¥ includes maximizing LIRR pl
accommodate longer trains, increasing LIRR service to the Hunterspoint and I
siations, increasing ferry servic
existing westbound morning

contra-flow lane on the Long Island Express
Queens-Midtown Tummel to

1l plaza and Greenpoint Avenne in Queens.

|

ve in the FEIS. The FEIS has been prepared in accordance 1

.

0 Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative serves as a baseline for ﬂLc
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Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative will create new LIRR servide
Terminal, increasing peak hour service to Maghattan by approximately 4:?
Action conditions. During the peak hour, 24 trams will operate to Grand T
service to Penn Station will remain ar 37, the sumber of trains curremly operati
west side.

Two engineering options were considered in the FEIS for the Manhaitan alignmd
terminals at Grand Central Terminal. Engineering Option 1, which reflects tht
project alignment in the MIS, would bring trains 10 new platforms on the west

lower level of the terminal. A new passenger concourse would be created
lower level of Grand Central Termigal. Enginc
beneath the existiug lower level at Grand Central Terminal, and would creatk
concourse on the west side of the existing lower level of Grand Central
engineering options for the Manhattan alignment were developed to redu
related impacts on nearby tunnel structures and buildings along Park Avenu
with the design presented in the MIS. Option 2 has been selected as the
option for East Side Access because it has substantial advantages in

construction. The cost of Option 2 is up to $400 million less than for Option'1
require underpinning of structurcs or buildings along Park Avenue, and si

constructability, and operations, and significantly fewer impacts on Metm-:u:'t
‘1.1C

ering Option 2 would bring rrzj

Te
cﬁ, 1
e thlat- were associated
prefg

“

to Grand Central
perccnt over No
al Terminal and
g 1o Manhattan’s

but, with different
refinement of the

ide of the existing

thin the existing
is 10 a new level
a new passengcr
rminal, The two
the construction-

rred engineering
terms of cost,
and risks during
¥ption 2 does not
intly reduces the

adverse effects to Metro-North operations into Grand Central Terminal that vimuld occur under

Option 1. Under Option 1, adverse effects to Mertro North operations would incl

the Preferred " Ahernative 10 be environmentally preferable as it mini
construction-related ground-borne noise an Yibrations effects, conflicts with]
and impacts to Manhattan neighborhoods and traffic
elements of the Preferred Alternative with Option 2
above,

Basis for Decision

The basis for decision includes FTA’s review of the purpose and need for the
and objectives, the ability of each alternative to meet the goals and
considerations, and environmental factors.

u
Tight-of-way on Park Avenue and track outages during construction. FTA would

during construction. Detail;
for its Manhattan alignnle

He, underpinning
find Option 2 of
operational and
bxisting utilitics,
5 of the physical
ht are described

g

roject, its goals
.@bjectives, cost

Today, the LIRR and other wansportation providers in the Long

including the regional highway network, opcrate at or near capacity at the busi
difficulty geming to work, and
New York Cit

growth in population and employment
apacity to Maphatran must be pro{w

The congestion leads to increase commuting times, greater
deterioration in air quality—compromising the growth of borth
Long Island's residential base. Substautial

occur gver the next 20 years and increased c
meet that growth,

Goals_and Objectives.
following goals and objectives:
1,

service frequencies throughout the LIRR system and reduce travel
whose destination is the east side of Manbattan

The Preferred Alternarive was selected because of its abil

Improve Service and Reduce Travel’Time. The Preferred Alternativ

- |
by up to 30 minutes pe??a'

tion Corridor,
tiracs of day.

s job base and
is projected to
ded in order to

ity to meet the

£ will improve
for customers
7.

¢




Relieve LIRR Train Congestion at Penn Station New York.
Alternative will reduce the number of LIRR trains at Penn Station 1o 3

-

The Prcferred
in the peak bour

as compared to 42 under the No Action scenario, allowing for growth of other rail

operators including Metro-North Railroad.

Increase Mobility by Serving New Markets and Creaﬁng New Ma

et Connections

Within the Region. The Preferred Alternative will provide a one-keat-ride to east

midtown Manhattan for LIRR customers—more than half of whom w
Ceniral Terminal than Penn Station.

Attract New Riders to Public Transportation by Increasing Mas
Capacity. The Preferred Altemative will attract 35,500 additional
million annual trps, to the commuter rail network by 2020. The riderslin,
TSM Alternative are significantly smalle—only a net increase of 4,20
on commuter rail. : T
g o I

Relieve Serious Overcrowding on NYCT's Queens Boulevard and
The Preferred Alterpative will reduce demand and crowding on several 4
2010, 500 nders will be diverted from the overcrowded northbound R/l
from the Manhattan-bound No 7. Flushing Line during the AM
reduction benefits on other lines and station facilities will occur as
approximately 6,000 fewer riders on the northbound A/C/E Jines (200 i
direction) and 700 fewer riders on the southbound 1/2/3/9 line.

Reduce Congestion on Area Highway Corridors. The Preferted

reduce total annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by about 105.5 millioh
No Action condition. By comparison, the savings for the Preferred Alter
to the TSM Alternative is estimated at 71.8 million miles.

Promote and Reinforce Economic Development and the Qualif
Preferred Alternative will eliminate the existing disconnect between

nearcr to Grand -

Transportation

ly riders, or 10

p impacts of the

Haily commuters

Flushing Lines.
ubway lines, By
D/F/Q and 1,185
cak. Congestion

well including
the southbound

Altermative will
compared 10 the
hative compared

y of Life. The

le| location of jobs

and locations of terminals in Manhattan, and provide relief fr

\ the currcntly

overcrowded conditions on many LIRR peak hour trains, It will suppor
for increases in employment in the Manhattan Central Business Distric
east side of Manhattan, and within the Long Island City CBD. The ti
for LIRR commuters will have a clear positive impact on productivity in {

Help the Region Meet its Clean Aif Goals. The savings in VMT &
lower mobile source emissions and positively affect SIP objectives rel
quality in the New York ruetropolitan region. Compared to the No Actig

the projections
I (CBD), on the
Vel time savings
the corridor

i1 contribute 1o
d 1o cleaner air
n condition, the

Preferred Alternative will contribute to an annual reduction of 117|tons of nitrogen

oxides, 564 tons of carbon monoxide, 166 tons of volatile organic comj
and 62 tons of PM;o. Compared to the TSM Alternative, the Preferred
contribute to an annual reduction of 160 tons of nitrogen oxides, 421
monoxide, 121 tons of VOCs, and 435 tons of PM;;,. :

Preserve Operational Capabilities for Existing Operators. As des

pounds (VOC)s,
Altemative will
tons of carbon

ibed above, the

Preferred Alternative will create capacity in Penn Station and, at the same time, will not
result in significant adverse effects 10 Metro-North service at Grand Ceniral Terminal.
The work that will be completed at Harold Interlocking will signif] cantly improve
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conditions by reducing track crossings and adding capacity and flexit
Amtrak service.

Cost-Effectiveness. The Preferred Altemative will benefit a large base of exist
well as attract new transit riders, Overall, East Side Access will generate 35,50
10 million more aunual trips that the No Action Alternative. By the year 2020,
will reduce overcrowding, cut travel time dné provide direct access for over 23

by railroad customers, who will generate 62.3 million trips annually, The total

ity for LIRR and

ing customers, as
0 more daily and
[East Side Access
11,000 daily trips
of '62.3 million

amual trips by benefiting passengers includes: 45.5 million trips by passeugeﬂ;
new MTA LIRR Grand Central Terminal; 1.5 million trps to the proposed S
and 15.3 million trips by Penn Station-bound MTA LIRR passengers who will
" travel in overcrowded trains during the moming and evening peak hour. For Eas

who will use the

yside Station;
Fl;onger have to

Side Access, the
rnative,

incremental cost per benefiting rider is only $5.54 compared 1o the No Action A‘l

SrNative assumes

State and Local Funding Commitments. The financial plan for the Preferred A
that 50 percent of the capital costs—approximately $2.2 billion—will be
Section 5309 New Starts funds. This high level of local overmarch to federa
region’s commirment to implementing new LIRR service to the east side of
July 2000, MTA had corumitted $148.1 million for the Preferred Alternarive|
2004 Capital Program allocates $1.5 billion for the East Side Access Project’
federal participation will total 50 percent over the life of the project.

1

To date, FTA has awarded a toral of $45.7 million for planning and prelimi
through the 49 U.S.C. Section 5309 New Starts program out of the $353 milli
Congress for East Side Access. !

|
For the year 2012, the operating and maintenance cost for the Preferred Alternati
$100.5 million dollars in 1999 dollars, representing less than two percent
operating and maintenance costs.

Adverse Impacts, Mitigation measures (summarized in Attachment A) have|
minimize adverse environmental effects of the Project. The Project will re

Subway. Specifically, the Project will result in incrcased crowding on the

f

of

nded from nomn-
ds reflects the

engineering
n earmarked by

e 1s estmated at
" MTA’s annual

\

been adopted to

sulaﬂ;n certain adverse
impacts either during operation or construction that remain unmitigated or partis
It should be noted that the MTA has initiated the DEIS process for a full length

ly unmitigated.
Second Avenue
dlready crowded

Lexington Avenue subway at the Grand Central/42nd Street station. This im

J

et will be only

partially mitigated. In addition, noise levels above FTA Impact criteria along
the LIRR system—between Woodside and Hicksvill

three segruents of
€, Jamaica and Va]lg
Hurtington and Port Jefferson—will occur as a result of future increases 1o dit

y Stream, and

kel service, This

impact will not be mitigared. Finally, construction activities for the Preferred Al

In summary, FTA’s basis for decision on the East Side Access Project included

the foreseeable adverse impacts in light of the local aud regional

Transportation benefits it will provide. Cost and funding considerations were

acconnt,

g
result in temporary disruptions to surrounding uses that cannot be fully mitigated.

ative will also

tonsideration of
ironmental and
also taken into




Mitigation Measures

MTA/LIRR East Side Access will design and build into the Project all mi
described in the FEIS for the Preferred Alternative. These measures include th
Programmatic Agreement provided in Appendix B of the FEIS, which was d
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. FTA will req
funding agreement on the Project and as a condition of any future grant or Let
for the Project, that all committed mitigation be implemented in accordance \
FTA will require that MTA/LIRR East Side Acccss periodically submit wry

gation measures

stipulations m the
¢loped to comply
ire in any future

reports om its

progress in implementing the mitigation commitments. FTA will monitor this| progress through

quarterly review of the final enginecring and design, the land acquisition for the Project, and the
construction of the Project. The measures to mitigate unavoidable adverse envlirunmental impacts
and minimize harm are fully described in the FEIS and are summarized in Aftdchment A in this
Record of Decision. ! :
Public and Agency Coordination

The East Side Access Project has had an extensive public and agency outrg¢ach program. In

addition to the public outreach during the MIS process and the formal g
comments received on the DEIS during the NEPA process, other outreach elemel
the following: I
Coordination with affected community boards (29 presentations); !
Public information meetings advertised via local ne
Railroad and Long Island Rail Road (18);

Small group meetings, tours, and presentarions to interested organizations (4]
Regular meetings of a 55-member Technical Advisory Committee (17);
Regular meetings of a 200-person Citizens Advisory Commitiee (16);

Queens, which includes a 5,000-person mailing list;
Hundreds of ougoing working meetings with affected operating agencies
Metro-North and New York City Transit; and
Meetings with environmental and regulatory agencies on an as-needed basis.

lic hearing and

hts have included

wspapers and seat drol')s{ on Metro-North

);

Targeted outreach to residents and businesses in the immediate project area in Manhattan and

such as Amrrak,

The program has been aimed at all major planning boards, government orga
officials, and transportation and environmental groups throughout New York C
Westchester, Pumam, and Dutchess Counties; and New Jersey.

The MIS was issued in April 1998. Publication of the DEIS was announc%
Register on May 26, 2000. A public hearipg %o receive oral and written testim
was held on June 15, 2000. Comments were received throughout the public

from May 26, 2000 to July 12, 2000. Additional comments were accepted thro

2000. Comments were received from the gencral public, neighborhood associal.n
civic organizations, elected officials, and governmental agencics, These commer

in Chapter 28 of the FEIS.

]

tions, elected
Long Island;

ty;

in the Federal

ons, businesscs,
s are addressed




Commenﬁ Received on the FEIS

Six comment letters on the FEIS were received responses wcre provide. The fa
substantive comments came from the Army Corps of Engincers (ACOE), Pd
Advisory Committee to the MTA (PCAC), Environmental Protection Age c
Committee for Better Transit (CBT). The other two comment letters were fn'ot
State Assembly and Dutchess County. The New York State Assembly correg
acknowledged receipt of the FEIS documents. The Assembly was.
acknowledgement. Dutchess County inquired as 10 how long the FEIS shoulg
public review. Dutchess County was thanked for its acknowledgement and ad

ur letters offering

tmanéent Citizen's
v (EPA), and the
m The New York
jpondence simply
thanked for its
| be available for
vised to keep the

FEIS available to the public until June 1, 200},
Army Corps of Engineers New York

The Army Corps of Engineers New York District noted that the project wijl
Jurisdictional determination on the proposed Long Island yard sites prior to tHe
filling of, or disturbance to, wetlands is-anticipated. The MTA/LIRR respond
additional yard development for increased train storage ‘capacity on Lons'

preliminary planning stages and candidate sites have yet to be selected. Wh Ih
yards is further along, the development will be subject to a tiered EIS prepar
with NEPA. At that time, MTA/LIRR will consult with the ACOE for
determination regarding the selected yard sites and if there is any potential impag

nced to obtain g
r development if
¢d by stating thar
Island is in the
planning for the
bd in accordance
a jurisdictionial
ts to wetlands.

Permanent Citizen's Advisory Committee

The PCAC letter 10 the MTA reiterated their support for the project buf also expresscd
disagreement over ccrtain FEIS statements and conclusions including: how (the effects of the
project on land use and traffic congestion are characterized; how mitigation for gle impacts to the
Lexington Avenué subway is addressed; and the use of street furnimire removea) as a mitigation

measure for the pedestrian impacts in the GCT area.

With regard to the characterization of land use effects— while East Side Accesq will serve more
than half of LIRR's total customers, this level %f ridership must be viewed in refation 1o the size
and deusity of east midtown Manhattan when censidermg the influcnce on future land use. By
2010, cast midtown Mashattan will be built-out to the maximum zoning alldwances for high-
density commcrcial development, independent of the East Side Access project.| Thus, the land
use analysis concludcs that East Side Access will support land use patterns |in midtown by
bringing commutcrs directly to their final commuting destinations. To a large| gxtent, the LIRR
commutcrs would be in the Grand Central Terminal area irrespective of East|Side Access; the
project simply provides a faster more direct route. Similarly at Penn Station, given the number of
comumuters who travel through Penn Station (including fiture commuters assodiated with New
Jersey Transit, Amtrak, and MTA operating agency projects), people w;i-m work in the
neighborhood, and the density of commercial development in the area, the effefts of East Side
Access will represent a relatively small decrease in pedestrian traffic. '

With regard to the project’s effects on traffic—while the number of trips diverted from auto is
less than onc percent of total automnobile rips into Manhattan, the project v*ill, nevertheless,
atrract 35,500 uew daily riders and reduce background traffic levels by approximately two percent
in the Grand Central Terminal study area.
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With regard to the Lexington Avenue subway—the FEIS acknowledges that {the implementation
of the Second Avenue Subway would diyeg.riders from the Lexington Avepue linc, bringing
operations on tis line o below capacity and alleviating conditions at the Granld Central subway
station (see page SA-5 of the FEIS). : o

With regard to the removal of street furniture— PCAC requested that the FEIY must disclose all
‘reasonable and feasible measures to mitigate the adverse impacts identified inl the environmental
analyses completed for the project. The removal of street furniture from the ldcations identified
as adversely affected by LIRR commuters is an option that could be employed by NYCDOT in
the furure, The complete elimination of strest vendors and furniture from the GCT area would not
be required. Rather, these elements would need to be shifted to nearby locations to avoid areas of
high pedestrian congestion.

" Environmental Protection Agency

The EPA Region II office submitted comments during the FEIS’s public availab|lity period. The
correspondence stated thar the FEIS adequately addressed the following concernk: equal
treatment of alternatives, the impacts the volume of LIRR passengers to Grand |(fentral Terminal
will have on the Lexington Avenue Subway, air quality impacts, Sunuyside Yard hazardous
waste site, contaminated materials, and cumulative effects.

Committee for Better Transit

The CBT requested a carcful evaluarion of their plan for East Side Access. The|(BT plan reduces
construction cost from $3.3 billion to $865 million and cuts implementation by|S0 percent. The
CBT plan calls for bringing LIRR trains to the exiting upper level of Grand Centtal Terminal,
easing passcnger access 1o the street by using ramps instead of long escalators. |Use of the upper
level allows lower level trackage 10 be cxtended south to Penn Station in the longer term. CBT
felt that a careful evalnation of the CBT plan is not contained in the project’s FEIS. CBT requests

that a targeted analysis of four key issues be completed before FTA issues a Retdrd of Decision.

1. Capacity analysis using computer simulation to compare S-track loop vs. 8-track stub

2. Instrumented tests to determine upper level loop speed '

3 Independent verification of cost and implementation time of CBT’sI ‘Istreamlined™
alternative

4. Benefit/cost analysis of midday car storage at Sunnyside Yard.

CBT submitted similar comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
Responses to those comments are provided in Chapter 28 of the FEIS (“Commehts and
Responses™) ~ see the responses to Comments 23 through 28 on pages 28-12 thropgh 28-16. As
noted in the FEIS (see the response to Conmument 23), the CBT’s plan was evaluated along with a
number of other alternatives in the MIS phase of the East Side Access Project and again during
the development of the DEIS. That evaluation concluded that the CBT plan (refirked to in the
comments and responses as the “Apple Corridor plan”). The Apple Corridor plan fis not capable
of sustaining as high a level of scrvice as Ea4t ide Access, and cannot meet the|sprvice
requirements of its own ridership forecast. It would also remove five active Meug-North Railroad
(MNR) tracks and three platforms from MNR service, restricting MNR’s operations while curting
off MNR access 1o the-upper-level loop track. This is not compatible with Metrg-North
Railroad’s projected future level of services.

Specific responses 1o the four poinis made in the CBT correspondence arc as follqws:
|



Capacity analysis using computer simulation to compare 5-track I!o
stub. Extensive simulations were done during both the MIS and DE]
project. All showed that 10 tracks were needed to support a loop :
while 8 tracks would be sufficient with a grade-separated, stub-cnd
noted in the tesponse to Comment 24, the CBT plan proposes 10 re
Metro-North tracks and three platforms from MNR service, restricti
operations and cutting off MNR access to the upper-level loop track]

bp vs. 8-track
S phases of the

Instrumented tests to determine upper level loop speed. Use of the ubper level loop

- track assumes that LIRR trains would displace MNR trains in the upper level, as well
.as on the viaduct and tracks leading to the upper level. As noted abope, this concept
is not compatible with future MNR levels of service. The analysis of current and

future Metro-North service shows that all upper level capacity, inci_
upper level of Grand Central, but also the viaduct and tracks leadiﬂg
level, is needed for furture MNR. ggowth.

Independent verification of cost and implemenration time of CBT's
alternative. As noted above, CBT’s proposal omits critical pieces d
and underestimates the costs of other clements to achieve its estim

ing not only the
to the upper

‘Istreamlined”

infrastructure

Benefit/cost analysis of midday car storage at Sunnyside Yard. Spac
storage and servicing of East Side Access train cars must be provi
location. Without midday storage, there can be no East Side Access:
no new yard is created at Sunnyside, then additional MNR. tracks at
must be taken over for East Side Access. This issue is addressed in

7

and one track in the reverse peak direction. With East Side Access,
at Grand Central Terminal and Penn Station wonld utilize the entire
three peak-direction tracks, and the single reverse peak track would]
only about one-third as many trains as the three tracks. The balance

the trains must be provided with midday storage somewhere west o

Interlocking, Given that the LIRR’s West Side Yard at Penn Station
utilized, the requirement for East Side Access midday storage is abs
increase in the number of Main Linc tracks, which has never been

the LIRR mainline).
Publication of the FEIS was announced in the Federal Register on March 16
review period ended on April 16, 2001, Four letters relating to the FEIS were
the letters contained substantive comments and were responded to.
Determinations and Findings

Environmental Protection (49 USC Sections 5301(e) and 5324(b))

The environmental record for the MTA/LIRR East Side Access Project include's
Long Island Transportation Corridor issued in April 1998; the East Side Acceés
|

May 2000; and the;FEIS issned in March 2001 and their related documentstCil
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costs of such a proposal are inestimable. For these rcasons, East Si e
construct a midday storage yard’in?Queens, as well as dedicated leads
Street Tunnel to that yard (requiring more than two tracks connectin"g
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documents constitute the detailed statement required by both NEPA and the Fetml Transit Law,
49 USC 5324(b), regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed project, any adverse
environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the proposed project pe implemented,
alternatives to the proposed project, and any irreversible and imretdcvable impact on the
environment which may be involved in the proposed project should it be implemgnted.

2 @ .
On the basis of the environmental record analyzed for the project, the evaldations of social,
economic, and environmental impacts as presented in the FEIS; the su lary of committed
mitigation for East Side Access (se¢ Mitigation Measures section below); and the written and oral
comments offered by the public and other agencies, the FTA has determincd, jnf accordance with
49 USC Section 3324 (b), that: '

(@ An adequate opporminity was afforded for the presentation of views by|dll parties with a
significant economic, social, or environmental interest in the Project;
(b) The preservation and enhancement of the environment and the interest of/the community in
which the proposed Project is located was considered; and
(9 No feasible and prudent altemative to the adverse environmental cffccts of East Side Access
exists and all reasonable steps have been taken to minimize the cffects.

Conformity with Air Quality Plans

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended, requircs projects to conform td the purposes of
the State Implementation Plan (SIP) to receive federal financial assistance. Thds purposcs are 1o
eliminate or reduce the severity and number of violations of the National icat Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and achieve expeditious aftainment of such ds. The US
Environmemal Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) final transportation conformity 1 e, dated August
15, 1997, requires metropolitan plannipg, organizations (MPOs), the IF deral Highway
Administration (FHWA), and FTA to make conformity determinations on metropolitan long-
range transportation plans (LRTPs), transportation improvement programs (TIBs), and transporta-
tion projects with respect to the SIP before they are adopted or approved. The L
intermodal metropolitan transportation plan for an area and generally has a
horizon. The TIP is a staged, multiyear, intermodal program of trausportatic
consistent with the LRTP.

NYMTC, the MPO for the New York Metropolitan - Region, approved
determination for the LRTP, known as the Regional Transportation Plan R
“Mobility for the Millennium,” and the 2000-2004 TIP on September 23, 1999
approved the TIF/SIP conformity determination and EPA concurred with tHe findings. The
MTA/LIRR East Side Access Project is included in the TIP and the RTP.

Air quality analyses indicate that East Side Access will conform to the regjonal air quality
requirements, as defined within the framework of the CAA, and its amendments. Overall carbon -
monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NO,))| and particulate
matter (PM)p) emissions burdens in the area will decrcase with implementdtion of Fast Side
Access. Furthermore, the results of the localized CO concemuation anzilyses at specific
intersections demonstrate that no new violations of the NAAQS standards wil occur, nor will
existing violations worsen, under the Preferred Alternative, Thercfore, FTA find$ that the Project
conforms to the air quality plans for the region.
g o
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Floodplain Impact

Construction that will occur within the 100-year floodplain (Highbridge Yard,)

and portions of Sunnyside Yard, Yard A, and Arch Street Yard) isnota signiﬁéa

and will not result in any increases in flood levels in surrounding areas. Therefdr
East Side Access is in accordance with the requirements of Exccutive Order 1 19

Wetland Impact

Blissvillc Yard,
nt encroachment
e, FTA finds that
8.

The Project will not result in any significant adverse irﬁp'acts to wetlands.
areas at Yard A/Arch Street Yard that are withio the project area do not serve si

functions, and work there is permitted under the US Army Corps of Engineers ngti

No other wetlands are within project areas, and those that are proximate to
be adversely affected. Therefore, FTA finds that East Side Access is in
requircments of Executive Order 11990.

ptd'c
ack
Historic and Archaeological Resources (Section 106)

Section 106 of the National Historic Presgevation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as
federal agencies to identify and assess the effects of their actions on any pr
determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NR);,
Adwvisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to co

‘he small wetland

ificant wetland
onwide permit.
bct areas will not
brdance with the

ended, requires
ies listed on or -
ord the federal
mment on such

undertakings; and consult with interested parties to find acceptable ways tol
adverse impacts. To comply with Section 106 regulations, the FTA has cons

oid or mitigate
d with the New

York State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Copnpcil on Historic

Preservarion to determine the Project’s potential adverse cffects and ap
measures.

riate mitigation

The SHPO has determined that the East Side Access Project will have no significant adverse

effects, subject to the conditions listed in the Programmatic Agreement include
to the FEIS, on historic or archacological resources. This includes several af
having the potential to contain archaeological resources and the historic propert
"Project’s area of potential effect. Within the area of potential effect there is one

Grand Central Terminal, that is a National Historic Landmark, and 17 histgri

Manhattan (including Grand Central Terminal) and three historic resources m
either listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places or eligible for

The Programmatic Agreement was developed pursuant to the regulations impls
106 of the National Historic Prescrvation Act of 1966. The Programmatic Agreg
in Appendix B. The Programmauc Agréement outlincs the approach that
assessing and mitigaring the effects on historic structurcs and potential archaeo
the design and construction of the East Side Access Project.

FTA, New York SHPO, and MTA was s1gn§d in January 2001 and a copy is mciiled

Environmental Justice (Executive Order 129898)

The Project was evaluated with respect to its impacts on minority and low-inc
This analysis determined that anticipated human and cnvironmental effects of
be disproportionately bome by minority or low-income populations. Therefold,
the Project is in accordance with requirements of Executive Order 12898, “i
Address Enviroamental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Popu

12

i in Appendix B
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Section 4(f) Determination

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303) affords special
protection to parks, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, and historic sites. The [Project’s area of
potetial cffect includes one historic property, Grand Central Terminal, that is # [National Historic
Landmark and 17 historic resources (including Grand Central Terminal) in Mahhattan and three
historic resources in Queens thart are either listed oun the Statc and National Rég;isters of Historic
Places or eligible for such listing. In addition, several Project areas mlay have buried
archaeological resources. The Project will implement the measurcs outlined in the Programmatic
Agreement included in Appendix B to the FEIS to minimize harm 1o these and afy other sitcs that
may be eligible for listing on the Nationa’ Rbgister of Historic Places. It is recognized by the
U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) that no Section 4(f) issues were identified in the DEIS and
FEIS. '

Re-Evaluation

Pursuant to 23 CFR Section 771.129, if it becomes necessary to make signifi '
scope of the Project, or if major steps to advance the Project have not been

years, a wntien evaluation of the FEIS for East Side Access will be required before further

approvals may be granted. Additionally, as part of any procurement comiracts for the Project,
MTA/LIRR East Side Access must comumit to carry out the mitigation measurtd described in the
FEIS and herein.

W Date: May 21, 2001
Thompson .

fional Administrator, Regioé
Federal Transit Administration
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East Side Access Project
FAPE
ATTACHMENT A
MITIGATION MEASURES

Commitred mitigation measures that are now incorporated into the Project are
in the FEIS. This attachment summarizes the incorporated mitigation. The MTA:
to make sure all mitigation measures committed to in the FEIS and sumn
implemented.

Property Acquisitions and Relocation

To construct the new ventilation facility and' entrances to the new concourse
Terminal in Manhattan, the Project will permanently displace approximately 1(
Project will also require. acquisition of private property and permanent gas
locations in Manhattan for the new entrances, ventilation facilities, and below
well as acquisition of at least a portion of one privately ownced property i
Project’s loop track, 2 small City-owned property in Quecns for its ventilatio
small City-owned property in the Bronx for development of Highbridge |
construction casements will also be required in Manhattan and Queens. D
relocations will be subject to 49 CFR Part 24,, Uniform Relocation Assistance ;
Acquisition Regulations for Federal and Federally Assisted Programs (the Uni
provides entitlements for property owners and qualified businesses that are |
Real Estate Department will administer the relocation program in accordance|y
and regulations. )

Once the Project’s final design is under way, property identification plans .
identify every parcel affected by the Project and to define the need for pr&'p
and/or easements. From property identification plans, preliminary title reports W,
ascertain the owners of rccord and legal descriptions of the parcels. The pdrt
certified as.needed for the Project and the acquisition process initiared. °

=

The MTA Real Estate Department is responsible for acquiring right-of-way anld
interests necessary 1o complete the Project. The right-of-way coordinator
Access Projcct team will assist the Real Estate Department. The acquisition

described in detail
LIRR is required
narized here are

ht Grand Central

businesses. The
cmcnts at other
ound tunnels, as
Queens for the
structure, and a
ard. Temporary
placements and
d Real Property
orm Act), which

laced. MTA’s
pith federal rules

be developed to
erty acquisitions
i1l be obrained to
rels will then be

other real estate
m the East Side
)cess will consist

prd
of the following six steps: identification of required real estate once final deﬁsE
available; appraisal of required property; acquisition, either throngh nego
domain; settlement or litigation of any claims for additional compensation or

relocation of occupants. if necessary; and property management, includin
improvements. MTA will adherc to the federal regulations of the Uniform Act]
appraisal and acquisition of real property, relocation services, moving paymnic
housing payments, and other allowable cxpe;xsg payments.

Historic and Archaeological Resources

LY.

m information is
on or eminent
Toperty damage;

demolition of
hich covers the
pts, replacement

" A Programmatic Agreement was exccuted by the FTA, the New York Stare Hist
Officer (SHPO), and the MTA, and a copy of the Programmatic Agreemsd
Appendix B of the FEIS. This agreement specifies the measures that will be 1

ke

bric Preservation
is included in
n by the FTA
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and the MTA to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the potential adverse impacts| pf the Project on
historic and archacological resources. There will be o adverse effects on histpric properties or
archacological resources provided that the measures detailed in the Programmatjc Agreement are
implemcnted.

For archaeological resources, the measures detailed in the Programmatic . \grecement include
development and implementation of a soil boring program, and field-testing w
for archaeological resources is confirmed 1o exist by soil borings or further e
sttes that are determined eligible for the National Register using those steps,

determines in consultation with SHPO that avoidance is not practicable, a data

be completed prior to construction activities in.the vicinity of affected resoug
practicable, MTA, in consultation with SHPO, will develop a phasing plan for

and construction activitics. ) o

For historic resources, the measurcs detailed in the Programmaric ement include
development and implementation of a construction protection plan to ensure the protection of
Grand Central Terminal, the Yale Club, Switch Tower Q, and the Sunnyside! ¥ard Office, and
any other historic resources listed on or determined cligible for the Natignal Registcr or
designated as a New York City Landmark. Any such resonrce within 75 of construction
activities will be included in a construction protection plan. In addition,
Agreement requires development of design specifications to ensure that new eld
as part of East Side Access within Grand Central Terminal are compatible
significant qualities. Design specifications will also be developed in coordinationp with SHPO for
any new Project elements within visual range of any historic resources listed on’
National Register or designated as New York City Landmarks,

Transportation

Transit. With the East Side Access Project, a number of improvements will be|made to elements
of the New York Ciry Transit Lexington Avenue line subway station at 42nd St;eet/Grand Central
Terminal. These measurcs are designed to mitigate congestion on stairwells, platforms, and-line-
haul capacity of the Lexington Avenve subway by improving circnlation ﬁﬁttcms and train
thronghput. The specific mitigation measures are listed below:

® Increase use of the fice passage contecting NYCT fare control area 236 ar the shutile
turnstile area entrance and fare control area 238 at the Lexington Avénue line western
turnstile bank.

* Create a new mrnstile bank just west of fare control area 238 to artract passengers from the
free passageway area into the mezzanine area and rclieve use of the westetn stair/cscalator
bank.

* Widen the cormridor mouth into space currently occupied by the Pershing Building's basement
o create a new stair P10.
Restore stair P16.
Enlarge fare control area 238's turnstilc line farther east into the mezzanine arka.
Increases in demand for bus service in the vicinity of Grand Central Terminal will be
mitigated by NYCT as demand dictates, through the adjustment of bug schedules and
frequencies, as is their policy. _




Pedestrian Flows. Increased pedestrian flows in Grand Central Terminal

will result m a

significant adverse impact at the escalator bank leading to the New York Trdokit Museum store

on the west side of the Main Concourse. Partial mitigation for this impact c
through redirection of the escalator so both elements operate in the peak direc
upon completion of the Project. |

PEE
Outside the terminal, for significant impacts on sidewalks aud at crosswalks duc]

ould be achieved
Hon, if warranted

1o the increase in
dentified include

pedestrian activity in the Grand Central Terminal area, mitigation measurcs
widening of crosswalks in some locations. In other locations, the New York €
Transportation (NYCDOT) may choose to limit sidewalk vendors and/or strect
newspaper kiosks and flower boxes 10 create more sidewalk capacity. MTA
NYCDOT after Project implementation and if NYCDOT determines that an)J|
are warranted, the MTA will work with the NYCDOT to facilitate said measu

Traffic. Increased taxi activity on streets near Grand Central Terminal will J
adverse impacts at up to 12 interscetions duning pcak hours. Mitigation for th
is the responsibility of the NYCDOT as part of their normal procedures, cb
traffic engineering improvements, such as signal phasing and timing mlp,
restrictive parking regulations, and by providing exclusive phases (e.g., left

Department of
fumiture such as
coordinate with
f these measures

ey,

¢ impacts, which

lifications, more
turn arrows) for

tuming movements at some intersections to minimize conflicts with crossing/pedestrians. MTA

will coordinate with NYCDOT after Project implementation and if NYCDOT g
of these measures are warranted, then MTA will work with the NYCDOT
measures.

via standard traffic engineering improvements such as the installation off
unsignalized intersections, signal phasing and/or timing modifications at sxgnah
lane re-striping, offsetting cemerlines of Stréets where it will be necessary It
capacity in one direction, and more restrictive parking regulations. iil

implementation of these mitigation measures lies with the local jurisdictions affe

Parking. Parking shortfalls at LIRR statioris on Long Island, which occur in the §

and are predicted for both the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, will b

Termines that any
to facilitare said

Traffic increases in the vicinity of some LIRR stations on Long Island will also fequire mitigation

raffic sigoals at

ized intersections,

b gain additional
esponsibility for
cted.

existing condition
¢ mitigated on a

station-by-station basis, through the LIRR’s existing Parking Program. This

working with the local jurisdictions that own, operate, and maintain parking|

stations to identify and implement appropriate improvements. For the parki

by East Side Access, the range of parking mitigation measures could include co
- or more of the following on a station-by-station basis:

* Re-striping of existing surface parking lots to increase capacity, expansion
construction of new lots.

Modification of train service and schedules to improve or increase servi
available parking or where parking could be added more easily.

stations from one fare zone to another.

Increase of existing bus service to stations to promote bus use. Free or h
fares and combination fare tickets could also be considered.

&

Construction of parking garages atop existing surface lots or at new loca.tiolm .
Ce at stations with

Instinution of fare policy changes to artract riders to a new starion by shif

rogram involves
ilities at LIRR
ilities affected
ideration of one

gof existing lots, or

INg OnNe Or more

vily subsidizéd
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Implementation of new station-oriented feeder bus service or jitey service| with local riders

or a local Chamber of Commerce or Business Improvement District group fdsigning the route
themselves. .

* Substantial improvements to and prioritization of pick-up/drop-off facilities 1o increase pick-

up/drop-off activity and reduce parking demand.

* Provision of preferential parking areas for carpoolers, with enforcement. Gdnsideration could

also be given to decreasing parking charges for carpoolers, although this i generally ourtside

-of LIRR jurisdiction, since the vast majority of station parking facilities arg|owned, operated,

and maintained by local governmental bodies, and not LIRR.

¢ Construction of new station(s) ncar or between two major stations where parking demands

greatly exceeds parking availability.

' Provision of bicycle racks and/or lockers to promote increased bicycle| yse for access to
stations. .

Air Quality

The standard traffic cngineering measures implemented to mitigate traffiq impacts at the
interscetions of 48th Strect and Park and Thirg. Avenues will also miugate the dir quality impact
predicted for the intersection of 48th Street and Madison Avenue. MTA will work with the
appropriate agencies to facilitate these mitigation racasures. :

"Noise and Vibration

und-bome noisc
and ties will be
acts. In Queens,
FTA gwidelines
mats as needed

Design features will be incorporated into the Project to mitigate its potential gr
impacts along the Project route in Manhattan and Queens. Resilient rail fastenin
used in Project wnnels in Manhattan to avoid potential ground-borne noise imy
potential ground-borne noise impacts will be mitigated to levels that comply wit
through the use of floating slabs, resiliently supported ties and fastencrs, or ballk
at certain locarions. '

While certain segments of the LIRR system will experience wayside noise impacts of up to 3

dBA more than existing levels as a result of the additional train service, it
install noise barricts due to the extensive wall length that would be required.

not practical to
the portions of

the Port Jefferson Branch where noise impacts are predicted, the construction |of sound barrier

walls would cost approximately $2.3 million per mile. The sizc of the existigg

more than 700 trains a day and more than 365 miles of ﬁght-of—way—prohibxft.;

system—with
the LIRR from

considering mitigation measures for irupacts related to changes in the operating plan.

Contaminated Materials
A

o

During construction, the East Side Access Project will require excavation and di
including tunne! spoil. For materials that will not be used on-sitc, testing wil
determine appropriate disposal options. '

analytical efforts, and quantify and delineate the contamination found. Sitc—sch'
Containment Management Plans (CCMPs) will be prepared based on the ¢
Findings Reports. The CCMPs will describc the requirements for handli

=]

sampling and
¢ Construction

£, Ianagement,

treatment, and disposal of contaminarcd materials encountered during constru

In the case of
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groundwater contamination, containment, treatment, and discharge options willlt
CCMP. .

The approach to mitigation of soil and groundwater conditions will include the o

T-715

P.018/026

e included in the

llowing:

e NYSDEC approvals and/or permits for activities relating to the remejlation of oil or

hazardous substances will be sought. In accordance with regulations Q
Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites, the Project will be constructed so as
significantly with any proposed or ongoing program to remediate conditiq
Yard. If oil contamination is discovered ip.connection with the Project, the
the New York State Navigation Law (spill reporting and others) will be folloy
e DPotentially contaminated soils will be excavated and stockpiled on polyd

facility. Depending on the quantities and locations of contaminated soils

erning Inactive
not to imterfere
ns in Sunnyside
requirements of
wed.

thylene shecting

other mitigation

until they can be tested and if necessary, removed for off-site disposal ]\ an appropriate

technologies may also be used. All soil disposal from Sunnyside Yard
with Amtrak, wl
o Groundwater mitigarion will include ongoing monitoring and treatment o]
during dewatering operations, and monitoring the plume of separ,
contaminated oil in Sunnyside Yard to assure there is no migration into the‘ ]
permanent placement of low permeability barriers (e.g., slurry walls) around
will also prevent contaminated groundwater from enmtenng the Project
dewatering permits (6 NYCRR §602) for the operation of wells to withd;h‘:
obtained prior to construction activities, where required.

Natural Resounrces

Pollution source reduction techniques and prevention strategies, as recomm
Office of Pollurion Prevention, will be incorporated into the design of ]

I be coordinated

r water removed
ate-phase  PCB-
Project area. The
the Project area
area. NYSDEC
iw water will be

ded by the EPA
e cleaning and

maintenance facilities to be constructed in Arch Street Yard, Fresh Pond Yard, and Highbridge

Yard. These facilities will use detergents, oil, and solvents, but their use will be
enclosed buildings. An industrial discharpe evaluation will be conducted }
systems will be designed and specified to Comply with federal Industrial Pretr

* regulations as administered by NYCDEP, NYSDEC requirements for new di

other applicable standards and guidelines.

At Project sites where new facilities (e.g., additional buildings or an increase &
could lead to additional runoff, storm water systems will be used to colle
generated from the affected areas. Any existing storm drainage systems vvﬂiI
condition, regulatory compliance, and capacity. The systems will be rehabilt
supplemented with new systems for new yard development. To handle the sk
expected in the storm water runoff from paved parking areas and service aislesl,
be collected and piped through a gross particle scparator (GPS) before discharg
drain trunk line feeding 1o a storm water oil/waste separator.

Construction Impacts

Land Use and Socjal Conditions. In the vicinity of Project construction areas iy

Queens, access will be maintained to adjacent land uses at all imes. In areas WH

street lanes are being closed for extended peniods of time, standard practices

pedestrian and vehicular access will be followed. These practices will include pr

routes of enwry into buildings for employees, residents, and deliveries; prowlri
. 1

AR
5

limited to within

charges, and all

the paved area)
t runoff that is
e evaluated for
ed, replaced, or
diment and sand
storm water will
ing into a storm

1 Manhattan and
ere sidewalks or
for maintaining
bviding alternate
ding appropriate
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signage to direct people to these alternate entrances; establishing a traffic management plan 1o

cosure vehicular access to affected buildidgs? ‘and implementing an outreacﬂl 1
construction schedules, potential impacts, and mitigation measures with
businesses, and rcsidents. -

program 1o sharc
local retailers,

Historic and Archaeological Resources. The Programmatic Agreement executet

for the East Side

Access Project sets forth requirements for mitigation measures 10 pr
archaeological resources during construction. Most importantly, these includi
implementarion of construction protection plans for all resources that are eligil

the National Register or designated as New York City Landmarks that are|i
Project constriction activities.

&

ect  historic “ and
Hevelopment and
e for or listed on
the vicinity of

Transportation. Construction between 44th and 55th Streets in Manhattan wi
sidewalks and vehicular traffic lanes and could cause changes to vehicular

c patterns in the

F-108

vicinity of traffic lane closures. To minimize any potential impacts of constnﬁ ion activities on
traffic, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic Plans (MPTs) will be deve]oped'
At all times, at least one movmg travel lane will be ma.mtamed on each aﬂ'ecte

Access to loadmg areas and dnveways will be maintained during construction.

In Queens, distuption of traffic will be minimized at Northern Boulevard by li
activities to nighttime hours when practicalyand covering excavated arcas to
at street level while underpmmng 1s under way. Similarly, any lane closures assc

ciated with work

on the Sunny51de station will occur only during off-peak hours, during weekends, or at night. To

the maximum extent possible, the existing rail infrastructure will be used to
and from the various construction sites. In the event that rail is not used
Manhattan and Queens tunnel spoil from the stockpile site in Yard A, as well a§
of construction material, a Maintenauncce and Protection of Traffic Plan (MPT)

sport materials to
to transport the
s for the delivery

will be developed

=

and 1mp1emented for Northern Boulevard between 42nd Place and 41st Av

ue. Measures to

minimize the effects of construction traffic will include standard temporary

! - 3
maffic engineering

solutions such as on-street parking limitations, lane re-stripings, dedicated turn
control personnel.

lanes, and traffic

Detailed construction staging plans will be developed and unplemented to mi in
to LIRR, Metro-North, NYCT, Amtrak, and NJ Transit service during constmg

mize djsruptions
Hon of East Side

Access. LIRR and Amtrak will come to an agreement regarding all work in Supnyside Yard. In

coordination with Amtrak, Project schedules will be developed for all work
Amtrak operations at Sunnyside Yard. Construction will be staged so that acceis
times to Amtrak’s I-Ilgh-Speed Service & Inspection facility. Disruptions to
Transit subway service in Queens related to construction work near Northern |H
minimized to the extent possible by requiring track outages on weekday ni
rather than during the workday.

Air Qualitv, All appropriate dust control ms.asﬁres—mcludmg watering of expas
covers for trucks—will be employed to minimize the effects of construction of

is likely to affect
is available at all
New York City
oulevard will be

and weekends

ed areas and dust
nearby people or

buxldmgs The Queens MPT will be designed to minimize the vehicular congestion and associated

air quality problems. To the maximum extent possible, the existing rail i
to transport materials to and from the various construction sites.

iq

ture will be usced
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At the tunnel ventilation shaft in Queens where the tunncls are vented, the shalﬂ will be equipped
with air pollution control equipment at its exhaust point to minimize particulate atter.

Noise. The construction contracts will include specifications related to blLasti.ug operations,
requiring the contractors to implement a program 1o minimize noise impacts.| Modern blasting
techniques—such as timed multiple charges, blast mats, ¢tc.—will be emplbved to lessen the
severity of blasting noise levels. }

To minimize disruptions at Newcomers High School, adjacent to the constr‘n ttion staging and
tumnel access shaft in Loug Island City, Queens, MTA will work with repreé tatives from the
school to develop a plan to mitigate the construction-related noisc effects Such a plan will
include sound-insulating construction fencing and the installation of double-glazed windows or
air conditioning units in areas directly affected by the comstruction. MTA |will continue to
coordinate with school representatives throughout the construction period to 2ddress problems if
they arise. ' EAC R '

At the site of cut-and-cover sections in Manhattan and in Queens in the vicinity of Northem
Boulevard, as well as near the Harold Interlocking work cast of 43rd Street in Quieens, noise from
construction activities will result in disrptions at surrounding receptors. At lochtions where it is
feasible, plywood barriers will be constructed around the excavation of cut-andicover sections to
reduce noise levels. :

Vibration. With respect to mitigation of vibration during coﬁstmction, the folklalwing controls will
be implemented: '

¢ A pre-construction survey of any structure likely to be affected by the construction activities
will be performed and threshold or limiting values of each structure’s abili{y to withstand the
loads” and displacements due to construction vibrations will be estaflished. Derailed

construction contracts,

construction specifications that imposc reasonable acceptance criteria vilill be ncluded in

s  Site-specific vibration control plans will be developed by the contractor an |

practices to limit vibration will be employed, including the following:

1. Use of deep saw-cuts to minimize the transmission of vibrations$

* breaking operations to foundations of nearby structures. '

2. Use of concrete cutters on pavement surfaces instead of pavement
practical. y)

best management

from pavement-

breakers, where

a .
3. Use of vibratory rather than impact pile drivers where feasible fqr installation of

retaining walls and other structural elements.

4. Routing of truck traffic and heavy cquipment to avoid impacts to sensitive receptors.

5. Conducting vibration monitoring during highly disruptive constru

ioh activities, such

as pile driving and drilling, particularly if situated within 150 fidt of a sensitive

receptor. -
6. Properly securing street decking over cut-and-cover excavations.
7. Scheduling of work to limit nighttime impacts in residential areas.
8. Heighrened attention and controls when working in historic districts
structures.
9. Minimizing the duration of vibration impacts.
e Vibration levels will be monitored by the contractor in the foundations of
during all blasting activities. U.S. Bureau of Mines Standards for maxim
York State Department of Transportation standard specifications, and, in
Amursk specifications for blasting will be followed.

and near historic

nearby buildings
air blast, New

_Bunnyside Yard,
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e Special measures set forth by the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission and
the New York City Buildings Department will be considered to protect historic resources
from increased vibration levels associated with construction activities. Co ctors working
within 150 feet of historic structures or residences will be required to est.? ish and momtor
construction methods to limit vibration to levcls that will not cause strucpural damage, as
determined by the pre-construction SUVY,

s A PmJect-w1de wbratlon—monrtonng program will be developed and [implemented to
minimize vibration levels from blasting, TBM opcrations, and general construction activities
at nearby sensitive receptors. A complaint response procedure will be ed to address
communily concerns promptly and implement additional control methods where necessary.

|
Natural Resources. A Storm wazer Pollution Prevention Plan and an Erosion Cb
developed to comply with the permitting requircmcnts of the NYSDEC State F

practices be employed 1o minimize soil erosion and other effects of storm '
include the use of silt fences, straw bales, vegetative covers, etc. At all constru

floodplains (Highbridge Yard, Blissville Yard and portions of Arch Street Y
Surmyside Yard) meets NYSDEC criteria (NYCRR Part 502).

wi]l be performcd 10 ensure thaI construction impacts remain within penmtted

Sunnyside Yard will be momtored throughout construction. Corrective T
maintained on standby for immediate implementation if specified levels are bei
exceeded. ‘

2 @
Utilities. Prior to construction of the Project, derailed investigation and cmgu:Je ering design will
determine all of the utilities that could be affected by Project construction. A detuled field survey
w1]1 be conducted and a uuhty relocauon report prepa.red Utilities located i in ar of construcuon

Safetv and Security. Standard safety and sccurity measures will be follo
stringent provisions of the applicable statutes and regulations of New York C
State, and the Department of Labor, Occupational Safety .and Health Administrat

d and the most
ity and New York

the safe performance of the work, will be obscrved. In the few instances wherg contractors will
obstruct sidewalk pedestrian areas in the performance of their work, protectiyg sidewalk sheds,
barricades, watning signs, and other items to protect the public will be provided) All sites will be
secured during construction to prevent trespass, theft, and vandalism) |A Project-wide
environmental health and safety plan will be developed for the Project to delm Project-wide

policies and requirements for railroad safety, comstruction safety, environmental safety and
industrial hygiene. Construction contractors will be required to develop zu]1 implement site-
specific Health and Safety Plans.
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‘ REGION It Onp Bowling Green -
U.S. Department Connecticut, . Room 429
of Transportation New Jersey, Neéy York, NY 10004-1415
. New York, ral 2170
Federal Transit Virgin Islands 21%-668-2136 (fax)
Administration
May 18, 2001

Mr. George Haikalis

Transportation Consultant

One Washington Square Village, Apt. 5D
New York, NY 10012

Re: East Side Access Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)

EACE

Dear Mr. Haikalis:

| The Federal Transit Administration, Region II (FTA) is in receipt of your |cprrespondence dared

Apnl 10, 2001 concemning the referenced project. This letter responds to the comments raised. -

Comment: The Committee for Better Transit (CBT) plan reduces construction t
$865 million aud cuts implementation by 50 percent. The CBT plan calls for bri
extting upper level of Grand Central Terminal (GCT), easing passenger access to

from $3.3 billion to
g LIRR traing 10 the
street by using ramps

instead of long escalators. Use of the upper level allows Tower level trackage to bd gxtended south to Penn
Station in the longer term. A careful evaluation of the CBT plan is not contained in fhe project’s FEIS.
Before FTA issues a Record of Decision, CBT requests that a targeted analysis of fjur key issues, described

in CBT’s comments on the FEIS and the MIS, be undertaken:

Instrumented tests to determine npper level loop speed
Independent verification of cost and implementation time of CBT’s
Benefit/cost avalysis of midday car storage at Sunnyside Yard.

VN

Response: As noted in the comment, CBT submitted similar commments on the :
Statement (DEIS). Responscs to those comments are provided in Chapter 28 of the
Responses”) — see the responses to Comments 23 through 28 on pages 28-12 thro
FEIS (see the response to Comment 23), the CBPs plan was evaluated along with|
alternatives in the MIS phase of the East Side Access Project and again during the|,
DEIS. That evaluation councluded that the CBT plan (referred to in the comments

Capacity analysis using computer simulation 1o compare S-track loop V5

. 8-track stub

ined” alternative

Environmental Impact
EIS (“Comments and
28-16. As noted in the
number of other
velopment of the
responses as the

“Apple Corridor plan™) does not meet the East Side Access Pro _]ect s goals and 0 jektives. The Apple

Corridor plan is not capable of sustaining as high a level of service as East Side Acq

ess, and cannot meet the

service requirements of its proposcd ridership forecast. It would also remove five adtive Metro-North
Railroad (MNR) tracks and threeplatforms from MNR service, restricting MNR’s|dperations while cutting
off MNR access to the upper-level loop track. This is not eompauble with Metro-Nlgrth Railroad’s projected

future lcvel of services.
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Mr. George Haikalis
Page2 of 3
May 18, 2001

The response to Comment 23 also notes that the estimated cost for the Apple Corri

North tunnels (as in Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative), changes to platforms
passages and exits at GCT, new LIRR vehicles, midday main storage yards, adeq
Interlocking, as well as rml estate easements zmd acquisitions. The plan also undes
systems and of finishes in GCT. Inclusion of tl;egp elements and adequate rolling
1of the Harold 1o GCT segment of Apple Corridor comparable to East Side Access.
savings would be reduced.

Specific responses 10 the four points made in the lewter of April 10 are as follows:

L.

From=Fedaral Transit Admin = New York

two tracks connecting the tummel to the LIRR mainline).

Capacity analysis using computer simularion to compare 5-track loap
Extensive simulations were done during both the MIS and DEIS phasc.
showed that 10 racks were needed 1o support a loop ack conﬁgurzmo
be sufficient with a grade-separated, stub-ended terminal. As noted in
24, the CBT plan proposes 10 remove five active Metro-North tracks
MNR service, restricting MINR"s operations and cutting off MNR acces
track. ,

15 P.024/026 F-108

c comccuons at Harold
tes the costs of

k would make the cost
us, the proposed cost

. 8-track stub.

of the project. All
whilc 8 tracks would

response to Comment

d three platforms from

s to the upper-level loop

Instrumented tesis to derermine upper level loop speed Use of the upger leve! loop track

assumes that LIRR trains would displace MNR traios in the upper level
viaduct and tracks leading to the upper level. As noted above, this conk

as well as on the
Pt is not compatible

with future MNR levels of service. The analysis of current and future ][V[ctro-North service

shows that all upper level capacity, inchiding not only the upperlevel ¢
the viaduct and tracks leading to the upper level, is needed for future N

Independent verification of cost and implementation time of CBT''s “sireamline.

As noted above, CBT’s proposal chils critical picces of infrastructure
costs of other elements to achieve its estimate.

Graod Ceuntral, but also
R growth.

” alternative.
d underestimates the

Beneﬁt/cost analysis of midday car storage at Sunnyside Yard. Space fqr midday storage and-

servicing of East Side Access train cars must be provided at some lo

then additional MNR tracks at Grand Central must be taken over for
issue is addressed in rcsponse to Comment 26 in the FEIS, which nore$
Line 10 Jamaica consists of four tracks, which are currently operared Wi
peak direction and one track i the reverse peak direction. With East Si

caltion. Without midday
storage, there can be no East Side Access service at all. If no new yard i

created at Sunnyside,
Side Access. This
the LIRR Mamn

e Access, the peak

service at Grand Central Terminal and Penn Station would utilize the erjtire capacity of the
three peak-direction tracks, and the single reverse peak track would bei\;le to sustain only

about one-third as many trains as the three wacks. The balance of two-]
be provided with midday storage somewhere west of Harold Interlockd

irds of the trains must
(1.c., Sunnyside

Yards). Given that the LIRR’s West Side Yard at Penn Station is already fully utilized, the

requirement for East Side Access midday storage is absolute, barring anli
of Main Line tracks, which has never been contemplated. The costs of]s}

inestimable. For these reasons, East Side Access must construct a mid
Queens, as well as dedicated leads from the 63rd Street Tunnel to that

FLAY I

<

increase in the pumber

(requiring more than
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Mr. George Haikalis
Page 3 of 3
May 18, 2001 . 2 e

‘We thank you for taking the time to provide us with thoughtful comments to the FHES and hope that our

responses adequately address your concerns. We look forward 16 receiving the CBT’s input in firture
projects.

Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration

cc: Amthony F. Japha, MTA Chief Program Executive — ESA
[rwin Kessman, FTA Director of Planuing
Donald Burns, FTA Community Planner
File
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REGION I One Bowling Graen
us. Department . Connecticut, Room 428
of Transportation New Jersey, zg:rmk, NY 10004-1415
. New York, .668-2170
Federal Transit Virgin lslands 212.468-2136 (fax)

Administration

May 21, 2001

Mr. Robert W. Hargrove

Chief

Environmental Protection Agency
Strategic Planning

250 Broadway

New York, New York 10007

LA

Re: Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) East Side Access

Dear Mr. Hargrove:

The Federal Transit Administration, Region II office is in receipt of the En‘Jri

Agency’s (EPA) correspondence dated May 16, 2001 concerning the final ér
Hng closure to the

statement (FEIS) for the referenced project. We appreciate your effortto b
process by stating that the FEIS has adequately addressed your concerns.

We look forward to workmg with EPA in future transit projects and would »:J
you to discuss any of the issues you have raised.

Sincerely,

etitia Thomps‘p
Regiopal Admi

¢

ronmental Protection
vironmental impact

e happy to meet with

strator

C. Anthony Japha, LIRR East Side Access
Irwin Kessman, FTA
File




