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Allison C. Maidhof
85 Verbena Avenue
Floral Park, NY 11001
917-848-9513

January 19, 2017

Edward M. Dumas, Vice President D E @ E u v E
Market Development & Public Affairs

Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project
MTA Long Island Rail Road, MC 1131
Jamaica Station Building, Jamaica, NY 11435

Ay (P

Dear Mr. Dumas,

Please find the enclosed letters from members of my Girl Scout Troop in Floral Park, Nassau County, NY.
The girls are members of Brownie Troop 1358 and are currently in 3rd grade. We are a community-
based troop, meaning the girls all live in Floral Park but attend various schools in the neighborhood,
instead of just one where meetings are held.

All of these girls will be greatly affected by the proposed 3rd rail track which will rip apart our
neighborhood and town recreation center. Most affected will be the girls who attend John Lewis Childs
School, which is located right at the heart of this expansion project. The noise will disrupt their
educations, the traffic will take a toll on their travels to school and activities, the pollution will harm
their health. All of this for 2 years at a minimum — and that surely would not be the case as with any
large project. All of this for a plan that will in NO way benefit any of us in this wonderful, small-town
community.

We wrote these letters at the end of our school year right before the summer, when the girls were
gearing up to enjoy days at our town pool and in camp at the rec center — days that they will not know
any longer if this project goes through and wrecks our beautiful brand new $6 million+ pool and slides,
which are less than 2 years old. We wrote these letters to practice our letter writing skills and take a
stand for something we believe to be right. Now seems like the right time to share our thoughts with
you and the MTA and let our children’s voices be heard; as it looks like this decision is not going in our
favor — and not putting the people of our town first.

| take the LIRR to Manhattan every day. The Hempstead line (which Floral Park is on) runs infrequently,
is the first to be suspended in times of trouble and last to be cleaned and maintained in snow storms.
To think that this tremendous project being put forth that will affect and inconvenience us more than
anyone else, won’t benefit us and our service to Manhattan, is another slap in the face. People who LIVE
on Long Island and WORK on Long Island DRIVE on Long Island. | see a handful of commuters on my
platform going East in the morning. No reverse commute benefit is worth ripping our lives apart.

Please take us into consideration.

Thank you for your time, .

Allison Maidhof
Girl Scout Leader

Brownie Troop #1358
Floral Park, NY
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Potential Station Improvements
Figure 1-15






February 14, 2017

Submitted by Ann V. Corbett, 102 Chestnut Ave., Floral Park, NY 11001 — 516-775-6849
Former Mayor of Floral Park

Established: Floral Park Third Track Expansion Task Force |

Member: Floral Park Third Track Expansion Task Force Il

Co-Founder/Spokesperson: Citizens Against Rail Expansion | & I

The following comments regarding the MTA LIRR DEIS of November 2017 are submitted in
addition to oral testimony given at hearings held in Westbury and New Hyde Park in January
2017.

STUDY AREA

The study area does not take in all of the Village of Floral Park impacted by this project. For
example, it does not appear that the Floral Park-Bellerose Elementary School (within 50 feet of
the LIRR tracks) is included nor the area west to the Queens County borderline. The study area
should be revisited and be changed to be more inclusive.

TIMETABLE FOR CONSTRUCTION

DURATION OF CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Will the MTA LIRR adjust the timeline of January 2017 and give more details to review regarding
the duration of the different construction projects within the Third Track expansion proposal for the
people in the communities impacted along the Main Line?

The proposed time table indicates that there will be an overlap in the duration of construction work
at So. Tyson Ave./Ext. (bridge), Plainfield Ave. (bridge) and in New Hyde Park Rd. It is projected
that this will require hundreds of days (a number of years) of construction. This plan to
simultaneously close highly traveled roads needs to be revisited because as it is, this construction
schedule will cripple the Village of Floral Park. Motorists, commuters and residents in both New
Hyde Park and Floral Park will be forced to change normal traffic patterns and will lead to snarled
traffic, overcrowded alternate roadways and delays for people going to and from work, busses
transporting children to local schools and community service vehicles such as ambulances and
garbage trucks, as well as the general public going about their daily lives — shopping, going to
medical appointments, etc., all of whom must select alternate routes.

The timetable shows absolutely no regard for the the daily life of the residents of Floral Park or
anyone who drives to school, work, stores, medical offices, recreational facilities, the library or any
other establishments. So. Tyson Ave./So. Tyson Ave. Ext., Plainfield Ave., Covert Ave., New Hyde
Park Rd., Woodbine Ct., Atlantic Ave. Ext. to Tulip Ave., Tulip Ave., Caroline Place and Carnation
Ave. south to Plainfield Ave. and Jericho Tpke. are roadways used daily by thousands of drivers.
Therefore, simultaneous construction work at So. Tyson Bridge, Plainfield Bridge and in New
Hyde Park will create a nightmare for drivers, many of whom are commuters.

Presented in January 2017 (not in DEIS issued in Nov.), a timetable/ graph shows the schedule
and duration of Third Track projects (Floral Park, New Hyde Park). The graph shows multiple
projects in the two communities with days of construction work that overlap. Obviously, this will
have a severe negative impact on traffic flow. Drivers who take western Nassau roadways will be
forced into traffic patterns that will cause delays, snarls as well as get them confused, stressed
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and more accident prone. The proposed construction period looks like it will extend more than a
year and was developed with little care or concern for the public. The people in these communities
are being told to anticipate construction headaches from Nov. 2017 to June 2020. No doubt it will
not only impact drivers but commuters, residents, families, apartment dwellers and
businesspeople in the vicinity of the ongoing projects.

The timetable appears to be designed to get the project done by milestone dates which are within
as short a time span as possible. The timetable doesn’t consider the quality of life of the
inhabitants of western Nassau County or the communities along the Main Line. Taking of property
may not be a big issue this time around for the Third Track expansion proposal, but discounting
the need to preserve the quality of life and importance of the daily activities of hundreds of people
who live, work, play and shop in these communities is thoughtless.

NOISE AND VIBRATION CONCERNS

CHAPTER 12 NOISE

12-1

There are no noise or vibration ordinances that apply to interstate rail operations or facilities from
Nassau County or local municipalities. Does this means that noise and vibrations related to day-
to-day construction work, weekend and 24-hour workday schedules will not adhere to local noise
ordinances in the communities along the project corridor?

NOISE MONITORING

There appears to be in Figure 12-5, three green dots to show where noise-monitors were situated
— they are to the east of So. Tyson Ave. Ext. and the FP Station platform and station house which
is located west of the Tulip Avenue overpass. Was noise and vibration data collected for the
stretch from where the three monitors were stationed to Atlantic Ave.? This stretch of elevated rail
traffic produces an excessive amount of noise and vibration as is. The noise and vibration of trains
stopping and going and rumbling along on the tracks east and west has a disturbing effect upon
residents living in apartment and businesses along So. Tyson Ave., Atlantic Ave. and Tulip Ave.,
many of which | believe are within 50 ft. of the ROW and there is a school only a few blocks away.

What can be done to reduce the vibrations and noise generated by future increases in the number
of freight trains and railway cars, deadhead trains, rail service equipment, construction equipment
or passenger trains that will transverse this stretch of tracks at the Floral Park Station from Atlantic
Ave. to So. Tyson Ave. Ext. and the point where the overpass at So.Tyson and Plainfield Ave.
bridge are slated to be replaced, if this project moves forward.

Many residences and businesses/offices near the FP station, | believe, are within 50 ft. of the four
elevated tracks on the ROW. What can be done to reduce the vibrations and noise generated by
future increases in the number of freight trains and railcars, deadhead trains, rail service
equipment, construction equipment or passenger trains that will transverse this stretch of four
tracks at the Floral Park Station from So. Tyson Ave. Ext. to Carnation Ave. Was this part of the
study area? | think it was supposed to be. It appears we are to expect plenty of noise, vibrations
and other inconveniences day and night for months once the two existing bridges at So. Tyson
Ext. and Plainfield Ave. undergo replacement and the Hempstead line switch for the Third Track is
installed, if this project moves forward.



PAGE 12-14 VIBRATION

Under-tie pads will be used along sections of the new rail corridor located within 100 ft. of
residences. Under-tie pads used with concrete ties reduce vibration, but what is the plan for the
maintenance of under-tie pads and concrete ties? What has been the railroad’s experience with
under-tie pads? The MTA LIRR has an ongoing costly program for replacing concrete ties on
existing tracks that were found to be defective or have deteriorated (understood-concrete ties are
expected to last 50 years). Is the replacement program up to date and is there potential for
damage to the mainline concrete ties and under-tie pads when construction work takes place in
close proximity to the existing Main Line and Hempstead tracks? Is the cost of unanticipated
damage to existing tracks factored into the cost of Third Track project or is it a separate cost?

FREIGHT RAIL TRAFFIC

12-8 Freight operations

Residents of Floral Park living in apartments and homes along the LIRR tracks and the proposed
Third Track report that they have observed more than three freight trains during off-peak hours,
day and night, and that many freight trains have more than then 21 railcars and more than one
diesel.

Under the new agreement with New York and Atlantic Railway, it is stated that conservative
estimates are that there will be one additional round trip freight train, an additional engine per
freight train and up to 30 railcars in the future. Does “up to 30" railcars mean on average or is that
a limit? Will there be double decker railcars?

In addition, freight trains carry very heavy loads of materials that are often uncovered. In the new
agreement with the New York and Atlantic Railway, what are the exact terms as to the number of
trains and railcars and diesels and materials that will be hauled? Is there a clause allowing for
more trains and railcars if there is a demand to haul more materials such as garbage? Are
hazardous materials or radioactive waste hauled now? Will there be circumstances when such
hazardous materials will be hauled through our communities? Why is graffiti on the freight railcars
okay? Local ordinances don’t allow for graffiti in the community and any offender is likely to be
charged with a misdemeanor and requiring to appear in court.

PARKING

Page S-11 Parking

“The Proposed Project would add a significant amount of new parking near train stations in the
Study Area.” These stations include New Hyde Park, Mineola, Westbury and Hicksville, but not in
Floral Park where parking is now at a premium. The threat of permanent loss of parking spaces as
a result of Third Track construction is worrisome — it would be very detrimental to the village and
its commuters if parking spaces are lost and not created.

The addition of 2,400 new parking spaces at four stations and no new parking spaces in Floral
Park.

Several multi-level parking garages are proposed in Main Line communities. Who will construct
these garages? Who will operate them? Who will maintain and repair them? Who will collect
parking fees? Who will patrol them for safety and security?



STAGING

S-16

Staging areas for construction work in Floral Park are unclear. This should be more specific since
parking under the tracks, parking on closed roads or using local parking lots by rail workers would
be undesirable.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

In Floral Park at South Tyson Avenue page S-9 Bridges and Structures

Table S-2: Proposed Structure Type: Widen existing station viaduct and construct single bridge
bay. This construction will impact activity at So. Tyson Ext., Woodbine Ct., Atlantic Ave. Ext.,

So. Tyson Ave. and Verbena Ave.

School children use So. Tyson Ave. Ext. to walk to John Lewis Childs School and Our Lady of
Victory School. This is a pathway used every day by motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians,
commuters, shoppers, students and businesspeople. Closing this roadway access will mean
Plainfield Ave. and Tulip Ave. will be used as alternatives. However, the timetable indicates
Plainfield may be closed at the same time as So. Tyson Ave. Ext. It has been said in the past that
Tulip Ave. may see closure for periods of time. This is an important concern for Floral Park.

NUMBER OF LIRR TRAINS (through Floral Park)
Still unclear as to how many trains will travel through Floral Park if the Third Track is constructed.
Will Floral Park or Bellerose receive any LIRR service benefits as a result of the expansion?

TUNNEL STREET

What work will be done on the Hempstead Line going east toward or at Tunnel Street in Floral
Park. How will this impact the Hempstead train traffic? How will it impact residents who live along
the tracks in vicinity of Tunnel Street/Magnolia Avenue?

DEAD HEAD TRAINS

How many dead head trains will travel the Third Track/mainline in a week?

If there isn’t a need to provide reverse commute, will the Third Track accommodate dead head
trains or trains that need clean-up or some maintenance at facilities or yards in Suffolk County —
is this a result of lack of space for these trains to be cleaned and maintained in Hollis and
Richmond Hill or other yards? How and where is human waste and garbage from passenger cars
deposed of at this time?

THIRD TRACK WILL REDUCE DELAYS

There have not been a significantly number of LIRR train delays attributed to problems on the
existing tracks between Floral Park and Hicksville — delays reported result from problems nearer
to Jamaica Station; for example, the train derailment in February 2017.

BUSING COMMUTERS

The Carle Place Station may be closed for a year and passengers may be bused to the
Westbury Station. Will passenger service on the Main Line to the New Hyde Park Station and the
Hempstead line communities be interrupted when construction is taking place in Floral Park at
So. Tyson, Plainfield Ave. or along the stretch to New Hyde Park? Is the plan to bus passengers
to New Hyde Park Station and, if so, for how long do you anticipate this to be the case?



ECONOMICS

On page 13-26 the economic benefits to local region - in general Nassau County and Suffolk
County will reap two kinds of benefits “usually measured by specific construction-related
expenditures for labor, services, and materials; and indirect benefits, representing expenditures
made by materials suppliers, construction workers, and other employees involved in the direct
activity for purchase of other goods and services within the region.” Has there been any analysis
of the economic benefit to the eight “local” Main Line communities directly? It seems unlikely they
will benefit from receiving a portion of sales tax revenue because the railroad does not pay sales
tax on construction materials. Are there potential supplier businesses for this project within the
communities along the Main Line? Are suppliers located in Suffolk County primarily? Or out of
state?

There will be opportunities for employment for Long Island union members. Will the workers hired
for the Third Track project for 4-5 years of construction be residents of Nassau or Suffolk
counties? Do you expect to hire track workers (for example, est. 50 at each grade crossing) from
within the state or out of state if there are not enough qualified track workers who reside in Nassau
and Suffolk counties? Do you know how many transient rail workers will be needed for
construction? Are there railroad training programs and qualifying tests available to residents of
Nassau and Suffolk counties for jobs with the MTA LIRR? If the rail workers are not residents of
Nassau or Suffolk, are their salaries factored into the economic benefits analysis?

WORK SCHEDULE

How much additional money will be paid as an incentive to get this project done on time or to meet
certain milestones? Where will the additional workforce necessary to do this work come from? It
is understood that if the project is behind schedule the public living and working in proximity to the
track work can expect weekend and/or 24 hour work schedules that will create activities and
movements, noise, vibrations, disturbing lights and more which will be disruptive.

POOR CONDITION OF THE FLORAL PARK LIRR STATION
The Floral Park Station/Platform and Bellerose Station/Platform should be modernized to comply
with ADA requirements; there should be no plans to eliminate the Bellerose Station.

| am submitting photos (see following pages) taken on January 14, 2017 of the poor condition of
the Floral Park LIRR Station. Included are photos of the escalator, staircases and front view of
where the elevator shaft is located. | recall it took over 13 months for the escalator to the elevated
platform to be replaced and almost two years for new stairways to be installed. This station, as
well as the Bellerose Station, are the gateway to Nassau County for the MTA LIRR and should be
upgraded.

The LIRR Station was constructed and the railroad tracks were elevated in the 1960s. At the time
the American with Disabilities Act was not yet law. In years past, there was an elevator at the
station but it was closed down.

Ironically, the station has quite a few handicap parking spaces on Caroline Place. Since the Floral
Park Station falls within the study area, why is it not eligible for an ADA accessibility
improvements, improved platforms and passenger waiting rooms to meet the LIRR guidelines and
applicable codes?



Floral Park LIRR Station

1. Location where many commuters from communities outside of Floral Park are dropped
off (tickets and ATM), Caroline Place
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2. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Stairway to Platform, Caroline Place



3. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Parking spaces closed




4 A. & 4 B. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Stones and debris that fell from tracks above
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5. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Concrete Crumbling under Staircase
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6. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
From Tulip Ave. along South Tyson Ave. — no mesh/screening to prevent falling debris
from tracks above to protect cars and pedestrians (no mesh/screening north or south of

the tracks)
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7. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Water leaking from tracks above — puddling water freezes in winter
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8. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Pillar east of Tulip Ave. — note unsightly rust, deterioration of cement
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9. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Cracks in pillar




10A. & 10B. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Pillar at Tulip Ave.; water leaking from above







11. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Rust under staircase
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12. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Graffiti at Station
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13A. & 13B. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Staircase - Poor Conditions
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14. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Rust, crumbling cement above where pedestrians walk

: W L2277

22



15. & 16. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Icicles, water dripping from tracks above
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17. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Pillars at corner of Tulip Ave. and Caroline Place — deterioration, leakage,
pedestrian hazard especially if puddles of water freeze
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18. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Maintenance needed
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19. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Escalator up to south side of platform and stairway down —staircase has 40 steps
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20. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Location of once upon atime “freight” elevator
No ADA elevator or ADA accommodations
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21. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Deterioration of cement near column
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22. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Unsightly rust here and there
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23. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Rust & maintenance issues-staircase below
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24. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Leak under tracks
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25. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Concrete column deterioration, leaking, icicles
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26. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Leaking of water from above, puddling, pigeon dirt
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27. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Water leaking from above, icicles
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28. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
West of Tulip Ave. at Atlantic Ave.
Deterioration, maintenance needed
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29. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Water leaking down and puddling - pedestrian walkway
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30A & 30B LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Leaking water, puddles—along Caroline Place, west pf Tulip Ave.
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31. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot
Deterioration of cement above to right of staircase to platform
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Lalezarian Properties LLC
1999 Marcus Avenue
Suite 310
Lake Success, New York 11042
(516) 488-3000

February 15,2017
Mr. Edward M. Dumas
Vice President — Market Development & Public Affairs
Long Island Railroad Expansion Project
MTA Long Island Rail Road, MC 1131
Jamaica Station Building
Jamaica, New York 11435

Re:  Lalezarian Properties Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (the
“DEIS”) issued by the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Long Island Railroad
(collectively “MTA/LIRR”), dated November 28, 2016 regarding LIRR Third
Track Expansion Project (Floral Park to Hicksville)(the “Project”)

Dear Mr. Dumas:

This letter, subject to the results of the below requested traffic impact study, contains our
comments on the above referenced DEIS for the Project.

Our properties located in close proximity to the Project include:

e 330 Old Country Road, an approximately 100,000 square foot office building located
one block south of the railroad line;

e One Third Avenue, a newly constructed residential 312-unit rental building, including
retail space, located one block south of the railroad tracks;

e Anapproximately 100 car surface parking lot located directly south of the railroad right
of way between 8" Avenue and 6™ Avenue;

e 199 Second Street (at Front Street just north of the tracks), a newly approved, and
presently under construction, mixed use building with 267 rental units and ground floor
retail space; and

e 85 Willis Avenue, a 2 story commercial building located on the south west corner of
Willis Avenue and Second Street, directly adjacent to a municipal parking lot to its
west on Second Street and the existing LIRR grade crossing at Willis Avenue to its
southeast.

As we stressed in our June 13, 2016 comments to the Draft SEQRA Scoping Document,
our developments are devoted to transit oriented “‘smart growth” rental apartments, affordable
housing, office, retail and parking uses. We are committed to Mineola and its downtown based



upon a number of factors including its MTA/LIRR service, Mineola’s proximity to Winthrop
Hospital and its location adjacent to the Nassau County Courts.

The proximity of our properties to the Mineola train station underscores our belief that an
efficient, safe and well-designed transit system is essential to the development of downtown
Mineola. As such, conceptually, we support the Project insofar as a third track is an important
component to an overall plan to expand and transform Long Island’s transportation infrastructure.
We also support plans for the modernization of the Mineola train station which are described in
the DEIS. However, other aspects of the Project present adverse environmental impacts which
have not been adequately addressed in the DEIS.

In particular, the Project as it relates to the intersection of Willis Avenue and Second Street
(and its immediate vicinity) as currently configured will: (1) likely have substantial adverse
environmental impacts upon traffic levels; (2) present material conflicts with the community's
current goals; (3) impair aesthetic resources; and (4) impair existing community and neighborhood
character. 6 NYCRR § 617.7(c). With respect to potential adverse traffic impacts, including,
without limitation, the effect of the proposed grade changes to the streets directly in front of 85
Willis Avenue, it does not appear that the traffic study in Appendix 10 of the DEIS takes into
account the unique features and structures in the area and the related impacts outlined in this letter.
We hereby request that, upon further consideration of the matters discussed herein, the MTA/LIRR
supplement the traffic impact study to better understand the potential and likely impacts in the
immediate vicinity of 85 Willis Avenue.

The Willis Avenue Crossing

The proposed Willis Avenue crossing plan will render 85 Willis Avenue an island unto
itself with a proposed 8 story parking garage directly to the west, train tracks (and a portion of
property which may be subject to physical taking under the proposal) to the south and significantly
depressed roads to its east and north. This aspect of the Project is in conflict with the inclusion of
85 Willis Avenue in the Village’s incentive zoning and overlay district, the same district in which
the Modera (two blocks to the south) and our projects at 199 Second Street (one block west) and
One Third Avenue are located. This overlay district permits the Village to grant significant density
bonuses to owners consistent with the Comprehensive Master Plan for the Village of Mineola.

Additionally, the Second Street corridor near 85 Willis Avenue, which we believe has the
potential to become an additional Mineola “Main Street” and a lively thoroughfare adding vibrancy
to the currently underutilized immediate vicinity, will become a dead zone. This aspect of the
Project will have adverse impacts on and impair community and neighborhood character. Further,
this aspect of the Project is in conflict with the Community's downtown development goals set
forth in the Village of Mineola's Comprehensive Master Plan, (Phillips Preiss Shapiro Assoc. Inc.,
2005, p. 5) which includes improving "the pedestrian experience", improving traffic circulation
and parking and supporting the business community.



Elaborating on the above and in re-emphasizing our comments in our June 13, 2016
submission, two-way vehicular traffic crossing at Willis Avenue is critical to continued success of
the area. However, the typical approach to creating an underpass that involves depressing Willis
Avenue alone will not achieve the desired connectivity between north and south without serious
negative impact on properties along Second Street and Willis Avenue. The difficulty is because
the depression must begin well north and well south of the tracks. More specifically, the depression
must necessarily extend to adjacent streets like Second Street. The proposed depressions will
eliminate any pedestrian friendly access to properties at Second Street and Willis Avenue severely
impairing the character of the community. Moreover, as we made clear in our June 13, 2016
submission, the resulting dead zone created by a long span of area without businesses will make it
less likely that the commercial businesses on Second Street near the train station will connect with
the commercial businesses west of Willis Avenue.

To make matters much worse, the DEIS (Figure 1-53) now depicts a newly proposed 8
story parking garage in place of the existing grade parking in the municipal lot on Second Street
between Main Street and Willis Avenue. Figure 1-40 of the DEIS depicts a view looking west at
Second Street and Willis Avenue and shows the proposed depression of Willis Avenue below the
tracks along with the parking garage dwarfing our building, which together severely impact our
building’s presence and access. In addition, the proposed parking garage is depicted (Figure 1-53)
right up against our building at 85 Willis Avenue in order to accommodate the rear-entrance
accessibility requests of neighbors to the west, but at the cost of any light and air otherwise
available to our project. Both the sheer size of the parking structure and its immediately adjacent
placement create a suffocating result and impair the aesthetic resources.

Moreover, a portion of the proposal for the Willis Avenue modification is based upon
misguided assumptions. Figure 1-38 identifies the area north of the tracks west of Willis Avenue
as a “commercial driveway” purporting to link traffic from this driveway to Willis Avenue.
However, there is no room between our property at 85 Willis Avenue and the tracks for such a
driveway. Any effort to create access in this area will require a condemnation further impairing
the value of 85 Willis Avenue. We strongly reject this component of the plan as well. In addition,
Appendix 1A (Section 4.1) of the DEIS indicates that a temporary construction easement is
planned for this area, which has the potential to adversely impact 85 Willis Avenue, including,
without limitation, ingress and egress.

In conclusion, the combination of (i) a towering 8 story parking garage up against 85 Willis
to the west, decimating access to light and air, (ii) the street depression to the north, (iii) the street
depression to the east and (iv) a proposed condemnation to (and temporary construction easement
within) a portion of the southern driveway currently existing on our premises will, in their totality,
end downtown walkability eastward and create a substantial dead zone at the parking garage and
render our property inaccessible, all of which is unacceptable. This aspect of the Project will
adversely impact traffic levels, create material conflicts with the community's goals, impair
aesthetic resources and impair existing community and neighborhood character.



Alternatives

We propose an alternative scenario which will mitigate these adverse environmental
impacts. Generally speaking, while additional parking is important to the continued development
of downtown Mineola, multi-story above grade parking garages are a significantly flawed
approach to achieving the desired result. They are having adverse aesthetic impacts and, due to
their design (being open to inclement weather) become dilapidated in a very short time. In lieu of
the proposed above grade 8 story building at Willis Avenue, we propose that the existing municipal
parking lot be developed in conjunction with a redevelopment of 85 Willis Avenue to create three
contiguous floors of municipal parking (one below grade, one at grade and one at one floor above
grade) resulting in a comparable number of parking spaces to the proposed § story above grade
structure. Above such parking, and over the entire footprint of the combined lot, would be a private
building for a to-be-determined use.

The mitigating impacts of this proposal are self-evident but are worth enumerating:

1. The municipal parking would all be located within one floor of grade level. Such parking
is functionally speaking easier to use and practically speaking more likely to be used, since
at grade parking is more inviting to the public, it being closer to street level.

2. Covered municipal parking (as opposed to those open to the sky, such as the structure
contained in the current proposal) have a longer useful life and are far easier to maintain.

3. This alternative avoids the senseless devotion of 200 feet (or more) of street frontage to
unsightly parking that would only serve to create a dead zone of the same size precisely
where connectivity between businesses is so important. Our proposal will encourage, rather
than deter additional local growth and investment, be it residential, retail, commercial or
office and give Second Street the opportunity to be revitalized consistent with the Mineola
Master Plan and enhance community character.

4. This alternative presents an opportunity for a public/private partnership by and among the
Village of Mineola, the MTA/LIRR and us, which collaborations have a long and great

history in Mineola.

5. This type of development will preserve the value of 85 Willis Avenue, especially in light
of current its current zoning, the overlay district and current development trends.

The Main Street Crossing

It appears from our review of the DEIS that the MTA/LIRR has considered and
incorporated some of the comments and suggestions made in our June 13, 2016 letter as they relate
to Main Street, and we wish to express our appreciation for such inclusion. More specifically, to
the extent the MTA/LIRR deems necessary the elimination of the grade crossing at Main Street,



we prefer Option 1 (Figure 1-33), which incorporates a roundabout rather than a dead end, allowing
traffic to proceed north on Main Street as well as east and west on Front Street. We do wish to
note that based on our subsequent discussions with various representatives of the MTA/LIRR, it
appears that a condemnation referenced near such roundabout in Table 1-10 (199 Second Street)
has been deemed unnecessary in light of plans to move the adjacent street (Front Street) closer to
the tracks. We hereby request that any references to such condemnation be removed.

Conclusion

We have already seen that the MTA/LIRR wishes to work closely with the Village of
Mineola and the property owners who would be impacted by the short, medium and long term
effects of the Project. We are confident that the MTA/LIRR will remain committed in this approach
and look forward to contributing as best we can to the improvement of the transit system,
particularly at Willis Avenue and Second Street, with an eye to enhancing the community of those
the MTA/LIRR wishes to serve. We would be pleased to discuss our proposed alternative in more
detail. Please contact us at the address and phone number above to discuss or to arrange a meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Lal }'an’ rope
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February 2017

Edward M. Dumas

Vice President Market Development & Public Affairs
Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project

MTA Long Island Rail Road

MC 1131 Jamaica Station Building

Jamaica NY 11435

Dear Mr. Dumas

Historically, local communities along the 9.8 mile Main Line have opposed the LIRR Third Track
Expansion Project, installation of continuous third track between Floral Park (Nassau) and
Hicksville. The second time, one hundred and forty one local organizations and officeholders
voiced their opposition and 10,000 people signed a petition against it. The current Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the LIRR Expansion Project (DEIS) does nothing to
ameliorate our steadfast opposition against the proposal.

| implore you to not waste any more time and tax revenue on this misguided project. | am against
the Third Rail for the following reasons:

1.

There is no substantiated justification of the reverse commute logic for this massive
construction project — no demand for non-traditional trips, expanded corporate base, high
paying positions, ability to pay LIRR fares, preferred alternative to expressways and
parkways, supplanting of necessity for auto, etc.; current reverse peak ridership is
exceedingly low;

Beveridge & Diamond, the attorneys hired by Floral Park, Garden City, and New Hyde
Park, advised the MTA/LIRR is proceeding as lead agency under NY's State
Environmental Quality Review Act rather than the Federal National Environmental Policy
Act which would allow a federal body to act as the lead agency and the affected
communities to participate in the review process.

MTA/LIRR stated they are foregoing federal funding of this project. The excessive
expenditure of over two billion dollars is fraudulent; the financial cost will ultimately be
borne by LIRR commuters (fares) and homeowners (taxes) along the main line.

The Proposed Project will add eight eastbound AM peak trains and only one westbound
AM Peak train, and the opposite equivalent during PM peak. Currently 252 trains operate
daily between Floral Park and Mineola and 215 between Mineola and Hicksville; this will
increase to 297 and 260 respectively.

Suffolk County recently outlawed their garbage landfills and intends to utilize the NY &
Atlantic Railway’s freight trains to move their refuse through Nassau to Brooklyn and
Queens sites; freight trains already transport construction materials and demolition
debris, flour, food products, liquefied propane gas, bio-diesel, stone, aggregates, and
lumber.

The five year construction period from 2017 to 2022, including overnight and weekend
hours, would devastate communities. It would impede businesses; traffic flow for police,
rescue, fire vehicles, and residents; decrease available parking; diminish quality of life;
etc.



7.

10.

1.

Agent Orange and herbicides were sprayed along the Main Line during the 1970s;
unearthing the nondegrading toxin may cause adverse health effects on people and
animals; drilling piles may contaminate our ground water wells;

Realization will cause an increase in the round-the-clock number of passing commuter
and freight trains; acceleration of energy usage and carbon emissions; transport of
hazardous materials and refuse; loud noise and damaging vibrations.

When the LIRR transformed the street-level Bellerose (Nassau) and Floral Park (Nassau)

tracks to elevated lines in the 1960s, they secured 15 foot easements on bordering
property.

Future construction of the East Side Access Project is scheduled from 2023 to 2040; the
Hempstead line will operate through Jamaica to either Grand Central Station or Penn
Station, not Atlantic Terminal; the Bellerose (Nassau) stop will be discontinued. This
Project will add eight westbound AM peak trains. This will increase to 317 trains
operating daily between Floral Park and Mineola and 279 between Mineola and
Hicksville.

There are no cited or conceivable commensurate benefits to the effected Main Line
Nassau communities from the Third Track Expansion Project and the East Side Access
Project.

Please consider the following rational, cost effective, community-friendly alternatives that will

actually

improve system safety and reliability by rectifying root causes of legitimate issues; some

were proposed by Pat Nowakowski, President of MTA LIRR:

1.

Eliminate the seven street-level or grade crossing along the Main Line at New Hyde Park
Road, Covert Avenue, South 12 Street, Willis Avenue, Main Street, Urban Avenue, and
School Street.

2. Upgrade high-speed signaling and switches, passing sidings, and power equipment
along the Main Line.
3. Institute positive train control on all Main Line trains;
4. Increase the number of cars on existing peak Main Line trains; e.g., from six to twelve.
5. Replace existing track from Jamaica to Floral Park (Nassau).
6. Institute more westbound morning and eastbound evening peak Main Line trains.
7. Institute express trains by eliminating Queens Village, Hollis, Jamaica, Kew Gardens,
- Forest:Hills, and Woodside stops during peak hours on Mail Line.
8. Include the Floral Park (Nassau) stop on the Hicksville, Oyster Bay, Port Jefferson lines
that already stop at New Hyde Park.
9. Purchase new trains for the Main Line.
10. Make the Floral Park (Nassau) station handicap accessible or ADA compliant.
11. Suffolk County should barge or truck their refuse.
A concerned citizen and taxpayer,
A
Signature
Name E
Address

city FLORAL PAr NY [ 00]
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Bess Giordano
500 6th Ave.

This aerial photo shows the pool complex during construction phase. Before the project was initiated,

the Village was reassured by the MTA LIRR that there were no plans for any major Main Line

projects. LIRR Main Line right of way (ROW) borders the entire length of the recreation center. Homes i

on the left are in New Hyde Park. There are Floral Park homes to the west that are not pictured that :
also border the LIRR Main Line. 5
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Carle Place Civic Association

PO Box 131, Carle Place, New York 11514
February 10, 2017

Mr. Edward M. Dumas

Vice President — Market Development & Public Affairs
Long Island Railroad Expansion Project

MTA Long Island Rail Road, MC 1131

Jamaica Station Building

Jamaica, New York 11435

Re:  Carle Place Civic Association Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (the “DEIS”) issued by the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the
Long Island Railroad (collectively “MTA/LIRR”), dated November 28, 2016
regarding LIRR Third Track Expansion Project (Floral Park to Hicksville)(the

“Project”)

Dear Mr. Dumas:

We would like to thank you for coming to speak to the Carle Place community at the
Civic Association’s Third Rail forum on February 6, 2017. The community was able to pose
questions and express concerns about the project.

As was evident from the residents who spoke, the Carle Place commuters are primarily
concerned with commuter parking. While the LIRR has deemed Carle Place a “walking station,”
the residents of Carle Place would certainly disagree with this categorization, as is evident from
the vehicles parked on the streets adjacent to the station. The railroad has proposed eliminating
most of the 14 spaces provided to the residents. Villages adjacent to Carle Place included in the
expansion project are being promised new parking garages.

On behalf of the Carle Place Community, the Civic Association would like to propose the
following items so that we may be able to embrace the idea of the expansion project as a catalyst
for positive change in our small hamlet:

e Work in conjunction and cooperation with the Town of North Hempstead to secure
designated railroad commuter parking

e Shuttles during construction need to be defined clearly with a set schedule and
convenient drop off and pick up areas designated for both getting to either Mineola or
Westbury and then also on the return from those stations to Carle Place.

e Continue proposed sound wall: east of Meadowbrook Parkway, north of Mallard and
south of tracks



e Set work hours consist with the Town of North Hempstead Code so that the surrounding
residential homes have the least amount of disruption to their schedules

e Setback of barrier walls to be at a minimum of 9 ft. on Atlantic Ave. so that appropriate
vegetation may be planted

e Input from residents along barriers regarding design of sound walls and chosen
vegetation (homes along Atlantic Avenue and Argo section of Westbury)

e Watering system for the vegetation that is chosen along the sound barriers

¢ Elimination of proposal to access to Carle Road on the north side of expanded tracks

e Sound barriers on dead-end streets in Argo section need to be higher to prevent access to
tracks

e Construction of new fencing in Fuschillo Park to prevent children having access to tracks

e (arle Place community input as to the design of a new station including the lighting
fixtures that will be put in and the sound walls that will be erected

e Heated platform shelters

e Station newsstand

e Ticket kiosk on the platform of the new station with the option to purchase a monthly
ticket

e Solutions to further parking problems caused by MTA construction vehicles during
expansion project

¢ Environmental concerns be addressed and disclosed for the duration of the project Input
from residents along barriers regarding design of sound walls and chosen vegetation
(homes along Atlantic Avenue and Argo section of Westbury)

e Watering system for the vegetation that is chosen along the sound barriers

e Second pedestrian overpass for commuters

e At the time it is required to replace the Cherry Lane Bridge we are requesting 20 days
notice of construction in order to advise the community accordingly. Notice is hereby
requested to be in writing which shall include significant signage being posted, including
the hot line number as indicated in the DEIS. In addition to the Civic Association the
neighbors, schools and first responders will be notified with adequate time to make sure
alternative plans are in place.

We are happy to see that the MTA/LIRR wishes to work closely with the Carle Place
community who would be impacted by the short, medium and long term effects of the Project.
We are confident that the MTA/LIRR will remain committed in this approach and look forward
to contributing as best we can to the improvement of the transit system.

Respectfully submitted,

The Carle Place Civic Association

John Viscusi- President



Ursula Babino- Vice President

Michael Going- Treasurer

Kevin Ketterhagen- Director/ Frog Horn Editor
John Heslin- Director

Christine Imrie- Director

Chris Hoisik- Director

Kristin Biggin- Director
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

Introduction

Let it be stated | am not a resident of the 9.8 mile LIRR main line corridor nor do |
have any vested interest in the third track project. | am a former LIRR employee. |
left a private sector job for employment on the LIRR. After a nine year stint on the
LIRR I returned to the private sector. My experiences during my nine year tenure
on the LIRR exposed me to a work place culture which can only exist in a publicly
subsidized agency. My job entailed analyzing all maintenance tasks performed on
railcars and every associated component in a 100 year old shop complex. The
objective was the design development of a modern and technologically advanced
railcar maintenance facility. The culmination of these efforts was the Hillside
Maintenance Complex. My role would transition from the design phase to the
construction phase. My experiences on the LIRR are documented in a book.

These factors alone do not warrant my interest in the third track project. | am
keenly aware of how my hard earned money is wasted by the MTA. As a former
employee | am cognizant of the lack of candor by the MTA/LIRR.

My interest in the third track project was piqued by chance. | came across a LIRR
statement in various media outlets justifying the project. The claim was blatantly
false. ldentifying this falsehood came from occasional commutes on the LIRR and
not my previous employment. Knowing the ramifications of this project on the
mainline communities | reviewed the DEIS. This review would lead to one
conclusion. The third track initiative is based on a series of false justifications. To
further exacerbate this situation the DEIS omits pertinent data. The
aforementioned statement is remarkable considering the DEIS is a 2,500 page
document. Yet the document omits contributing factors to LIRR future growth and
economic demographics.

The DEIS is presented to the public on the basis of unparalleled transparency.

The document steers an initiative to one conclusion employing false statements
and projections. The abbreviated review period strong arms a project with dubious
justification through the public assessment process. Not a very forthright process
yet the third track initiative fits the template of previous MTA/LIRR projects.

Contained herein is a factual dismantling of the DEIS justification for the third track.
Pertinent factors not addressed in the DEIS are included herein and presented for
their impact on mainline ridership growth. A viable alternative to the third track is
proposed herein. A detailed analysis comprising several steps justifies this third
track alternative.

Typically in evaluating situations such as mainline capacity the solutions are

multifaceted. The LIRR mainline capacity issue is no different. The primary
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

solution proposed herein augmented with other options offers a degree of
operational flexibility for mainline contingencies.

The third track project is far more than the needless disruption to communities
along 9.8 miles of LIRR mainline. It is a public referendum on whether a project of
dubious justification can move forward.

I. Section |: Background on LIRR Mainline Capacity

1. In the peak ridership year of 1929 the LIRR carried over 119 million
passengers. This is 33% over the current ridership numbers of 89 million
passengers.

2. In 1929 the LIRR motive fleet servicing the main line was primarily steam
locomotives with much slower acceleration than the diesels and electric
trains of today.

3. Electrification on the main line in 1929 reached east to Mineola and then
north on the Oyster Bay branch to East Williston.

4. The LIRR had a junction in Mineola with an electrified branch heading
southwest connecting to the current West Hempstead branch.

5. Rail crossings at major thoroughfares had full time operators manually
lowering and raising crossing gates in 1929.

6. LIRR freight trains in 1929 would comprise up to 100 freight cars. The
farmlands on the north fork filled freight cars with potatoes and other crops.
The freight trains pulled by steam locomotives traveled at 25 - 30 MPH on
the main line. Freight traffic was significantly more than today.

7. The LIRR of 1929 was a much more difficult operation to manage than the
railroad of today.

Il.  The LIRR Impetus for a Third Mainline Track

1. The third track will provide a buffer for weak management which fails to
extract basic job performance from employees.

2. LIRR employees have no incentive to keep the railroad running efficiently.
Employee compensation is not based on job performance, quality of repairs
or productivity.

3. Signal problems, track issues and equipment breakdowns equate to
overtime and increased employee earnings.
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

4. Scheduling infrastructure maintenance is an issue raised in the DEIS.
Simple solution. Renegotiate work rules and hire an outside rail
maintenance contractor whose continued retention is based on
performance.

5. The real question is the time durations track maintenance and repair
operations take using LIRR forces versus a private contractor. The LIRR
needs to provide a basis of comparison to the communities questioning the
third track.

6. The same holds true for the quality of repairs.

7. The internal LIRR issues are self induced and now foisted upon mainline
communities in the form of a third track.

8. Another self induced issue is the LIRR contending with privately operated
freight train traffic on the mainline is mentioned in the DEIS. In 1997 the
LIRR voluntary relinquished freight service to the private operator. This
move was deliberate after decades of the LIRR providing substandard
freight service to freight customers.

9. Freight trains deliver 15% of consumer goods to the typical metropolitan
area. On Long Island, we have 1% of our consumer goods delivered by rail.
The LIRR experiences 93% less freight than a comparable railroad. The
adverse affect is the inordinate amount of truck traffic on the Long Island
roadways.

10.The train breakdown in Hicksville noted the DEIS is another example of a
self induced problem. For decades the LIRR positioned a locomotive and
crew known as the protect locomotive in Hicksville during the peak hours.
The sole purpose of this locomotive was to assist moving stalled trains from
the mainline. The LIRR opted to discontinue the protect locomotive. The
LIRR decision would leave the main line vulnerable to stalled trains. This
self induced situation is now described as a mainline problem in the DEIS.

11.The second contributing factor to the Hicksville train breakdown is the
locomotives purchased by the LIRR. These locomotives are essentially
prototypes with a perpetual debugging period. The more experienced and
better qualified supplier was pushed aside by LIRR management. A poor
decision by LIRR management now is a criterion to justify a third track.

lll. Basis of Ridership Growth — A General Overview
1. This section presents a general overview of current LIRR ridership. The

charts provide an overall picture which the leads into mainline specific
current growth.
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

2. Exhibit 1 is the 2015 LIRR Annual Ridership Report. This is the last report
available for the LIRR which depicts overall ridership by branch. The chart
is published by the LIRR. This chart leads into two other ridership charts.

LIRR Annual Ridership Growth - All Branches - 2015 versus 2014

Branch Annual Ridership | Annual Ridership Annual % Annual
2015 2014 Ridership Increase
Increase
Babylon 18,242,236 17,956,348 285,888 1.6%
City Zone 7,057,723 6,793,300 264,423 3.9%
Far Rockaway 5,931,677 5,753,156 178,521 3.1%
Greenport 58,216 58,143 73 0.1%
Hempstead 4,031,759 3,903,415 128,344 3.3%
Long Beach 4,822,457 4,680,914 141,543 3.0%
Montauk 2,303,670 2,247,711 55,959 2.5%
Oyster Bay 1,837,035 1,755,844 81,191 4.6%
Port Jefferson** 18,705,294 18,651,978 53,316 0.3%
Port Washington 13,802,816 13,307,163 495,653 3.7%
Ronkonkoma 9,906,530 9,863,213 43,317 0.4%
West Hempstead 948,633 897,062 51,571 5.7%
Total - All Branches 87,648,046 85,868,247 1,779,799 2.1%

**Note: Port Jefferson Branch Includes Huntington

NOTE 1: These statistics are directly from the LIRR 2015 Annual Ridership Report

NOTE 2: The 2015 report is the latest document published by the LIRR with branch ridership numbers

Exhibit 1

8. The next two charts are specific to mainline ridership growth
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

9. These charts include both peak and non-peak growth. The charts provide an
overview of overall mainline growth.

10.The DEIS includes the Montauk branch as a mainline branch. Montauk riders
typically take electric trains to and from Babylon. Points east are serviced by
diesel shuttle trains.

11.There are a limited number of mainline Montauk diesels which serve the LIRR
city zones and are addressed in this report.

LIRR Annual Ridership Growth - Mainline Branches - 2015 versus 2014

Floral Park to Mineola - Includes Oyster Bay Branch

Branch Annual Ridership Annual Annual %
2015 Ridership 2014 Ridership Annual
Increase Increase
Montauk 1,443,200 1,412,400 30,800 2.2%
Greenport 58,216 58,143 73 0.1%
Oyster Bay 1,837,035 1,755,844 81,191 4.6%
Port Jefferson** 18,705,294 18,651,978 53,316 0.3%
Ronkonkoma 9,906,530 9,863,213 43,317 0.4%
Off Peak and AM/PM Peak 31,950,275 31,741,578 208,697 0.7%

Periods - Total Ridership
Increase - All Mainline

Branches

**Note: Port Jefferson Branch Includes Huntington

NOTE 1: The Montauk Branch ridership has been adjusted to reflect the number of diesel trains which have the

option of utilizing the mainline.

NOTE 2: The 2015 report is the latest report by the LIRR with branch ridership numbers

Exhibit 2

12.The next chart encompasses mainline growth between Mineola and Hicksville.

This mainline segment is east of the Oyster Bay branch.
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

LIRR Annual Ridership Growth - Mainline Branches - 2015 versus 2014

Mineola to Hicksville - Third Track Corridor East of Oyster Bay Branch

Branch Annual Ridership Annual Annual %
2015 Ridership 2014 Ridership Annual
Increase Increase

Montauk 1,443,200 1,412,400 30,800 2.2%

Greenport 58,216 58,143 73 0.1%

Port Jefferson** 18,705,294 18,651,978 53,316 0.3%

Ronkonkoma 9,906,530 9,863,213 43,317 0.4%

Off Peak and AM/PM Peak 30,113,240 29,985,734 127,506 0.4%
Periods - Total Ridership

Increase - All Mainline
Branches

**Note: Port Jefferson Branch Includes Huntington

NOTE 1: The Montauk Branch ridership has been adjusted to reflect the number of diesel trains which have the
option of utilizing the mainline.

NOTE 2: The 2015 report is the latest document published by the LIRR with branch ridership numbers

Exhibit 3

IV. Peak Period Ridership Growth — Flawed DEIS Growth Projections

1. The DEIS touts ridership growth as a key justification for the third track
project.

2. Areview of the DEIS criteria and resultant growth numbers indicate a
deficient approach skewing numbers upward.

3. The next three charts encompass peak period mainline ridership growth.
4. Discrepancies with the DEIS growth numbers are highlighted in the charts.

5. The next chart presents AM and Peak Period mainline ridership growth
numbers comparing 2014 and 2015.
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

LIRR Daily Ridership Growth - Mainline Branches - 2015 versus 2014

Floral Park to Mineola - Includes Oyster Bay Branch

AM and PM Peak Periods

1 Year Span

AM Mainline - Daily Ridership

PM Mainline - Daily Ridership

Mainline Branch 2014 2015 Annual Percent 2014 2015 Annual Percent
Ridership | Ridership Ridership | Ridership
Increase | Increase Increase Increase
Montauk - Diesel 3,210 | 3,280 70 21% 1,990 | 2,050 60 2.9%
Hicks/Huntington 14,080 | 14,170 90 0.6% 12,070 | 12,230 160 1.3%
Port Jefferson Diesel 4,240 | 4,270 30 0.7% 3,610 | 3,670 60 1.6%
Ronkonkoma 16,370 | 16,620 250 1.5% 12,580 | 12,660 80 0.6%
Greenport Line 40 40 0 0.0% 40 40 0 0.0%
Oyster Bay 2,420 | 2,490 70 2.8% 1,960 | 2,030 70 3.4%
AM/PM Peak Periods 40,360 | 40,870 510 1.2% 32,250 | 32,680 430 1.3%
Total Ridership Increase
All Mainline Branches
One Year
AM/PM Peak Periods 128 108
Average Additional
Mainline Riders Per Hour
One Year

NOTE 1: The data in the above noted chart is extracted directly for the 2014 - 2015 LIRR Ridership Book

Exhibit 4

6. The numbers highlighted in yellow are the overall number of riders for the

AM and PM Peak Periods gained between 2014 and 2015.

7. The numbers highlighted in green are the average number of mainline riders

per hour for the AM and PM Peak Periods gained between 2014 and 2015.

8. The third track project justification for ridership growth is based on gains of

128 new mainline riders per hour annually during the peak periods.

9. The next chart presents AM and Peak Period mainline ridership growth
numbers for a 5 year period between 2011 and 2015.
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

LIRR Daily Ridership Growth - Mainline Branches - 2011 thru 2015

Floral Park to Mineola - Includes Oyster Bay Branch

AM and PM Peak Periods

5 Year Span
AM Mainline - Daily Ridership PM Mainline - Daily Ridership
Mainline Branch 2011 2015 Annual Percent 2011 2015 Annual Percent
Ridership | Ridership Ridership | Ridership
Increase | Increase Increase | Increase
Montauk - Diesel 3,190 3,280 90 2.7% 2,030 2,050 20 1.0%
Hicks/Huntington 13,580 14,170 590 4.2% 11,570 | 12,230 660 5.4%
Port Jefferson Diesel 3,980 4,270 290 6.8% 3,390 3,670 280 7.6%
Ronkonkoma 15,640 16,620 980 5.9% 11,860 | 12,660 800 6.3%
Greenport Line 40 40 0 0.0% 40 40 0 0.0%
Oyster Bay 2,330 2,490 160 6.4% 1,820 2,030 210 10.3%
AM/PM Peak Periods 38,760 | 40,870 2,110 5.2% 30,710 | 32,680 1,970 6.0%
Total Ridership
Increase - All Mainline
Branches
DEIS Ridership 45,600 37,190
Numbers for Same
Period

NOTE 1: The data in the above noted chart is extracted directly for the 2014 - 2015 LIRR Ridership Book

NOTE 2: DEIS included the Hempstead Branch ridership number in growth projections. The numbers highlighted in yellow
are the DEIS ridership numbers which including the Hempstead Branch is the basis for future Mainline growth.

Exhibit 5

10. The ridership numbers highlighted in yellow indicate the numbers used in
the DEIS. These numbers include the Hempstead Branch ridership
numbers.

11. The ridership numbers highlighted in green indicate the numbers for the
mainline branches as defined in LIRR schedules and impacted by the third
track project.
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The LIRR Third Track — A Project Devoid of Justification

12.The DEIS inclusion of the Hempstead Branch ridership numbers is quoted

verbatim below:

“LIRR Expansion Ridership Forecasts - Draft Scenarios
Last Update: 5/16/16 Includes Hempstead Branch Counts”

13.The next chart summarizes AM and Peak Period mainline average ridership

growth numbers for a 5 year period between 2011 and 2015.

14.This data on this chart is critical in that the DEIS employs these growth
projections as the basis for future projections.

LIRR Daily Ridership Growth - Mainline Branches - 2011 thru 2015

Floral Park to Mineola - Includes Oyster Bay Branch

AM and PM Peak Periods

5 Year Average

AM Mainline - Daily Ridership PM Mainline - Daily Ridership
2011 | 2015 | Annual Percent 2011 | 2015 Annual Percent
Ridership | Ridership Ridership | Ridership
Increase | Increase Increase | Increase
5 Year 5 Year 5 Year 5 Year
Average | Average Average | Average
AM/PM Peak Periods 7,752 | 8,174 4