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Edward M. Dumas, Vice President 
Market Development & Public Affairs 

Allison C. Maidhof 
85 Verbena Avenue 

Floral Park, NY 11001 

917-848-9513 

Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project 

MTA Long Island Rail Road, MC 1131 

Jamaica Station Building, Jamaica, NY 11435 

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. 

I 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. I 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. 

~~ 
Allison Maidhof 

Girl Scout Leader 

Brownie Troop #1358 

Floral Park, NY 
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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 I 
Member: Floral Park Third Track Expansion Task Force II 
Co-Founder/Spokesperson: Citizens Against Rail Expansion I & II 
 
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 I 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, I 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? I 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.  
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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? 
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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?  
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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.  
 
I 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. I 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?      
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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 
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3. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot  
Parking spaces closed 
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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 
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10A. & 10B. LIRR Commuter Parking Lot 
Pillar at Tulip Ave.; water leaking from above  
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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  
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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 a time “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 of 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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LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

st/ 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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URR Expansion Project 
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Figure 1-23 
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LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossin Com letel to Vehicle Traffic Fi ure 1-23 attached 

as resident(s) of :J// South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Crossin 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Pro· ect the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossin Elimination be accom lished b Utilizin 

OPTION #1: ERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
STRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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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: 

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

 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. 

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



 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 

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

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

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

tracks 
 Construction of new fencing in Fuschillo Park to prevent children having access to tracks 
 Carle 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 
 Heated platform shelters 
 Station newsstand 
 Ticket kiosk on the platform of the new station with the option to purchase a monthly 

ticket 
 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) 

 Watering system for the vegetation that is chosen along the sound barriers 
 Second pedestrian overpass for commuters  
 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  

 









LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossin Com letel to Vehicle Traffic Fi 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential pro 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. Q\ _ ' 
Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street re uest that as ~ IRR 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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Figure 1·23 
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A proposal to provide a more robust 
and reliable rail service, making living 
and working on long Island easier. 
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The LIRR Third Track – A Project Devoid of Justification 
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Introduction 
 
Let it be stated I am not a resident of the 9.8 mile LIRR main line corridor nor do I 
have any vested interest in the third track project.  I am a former LIRR employee. I 
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.  I am 
keenly aware of how my hard earned money is wasted by the MTA.  As a former 
employee I am cognizant of the lack of candor by the MTA/LIRR.   
 
My interest in the third track project was piqued by chance.  I came across a LIRR 
statement in various media outlets justifying the project. The claim was blatantly 
false.  Identifying this falsehood came from occasional commutes on the LIRR and 
not my previous employment.  Knowing the ramifications of this project on the 
mainline communities I 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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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 I:  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. 
 

II. 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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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. 

 
III. 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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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 
2015  

Annual Ridership 
2014 

Annual 
Ridership 
Increase 

% Annual 
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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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 
2015  

Annual 
Ridership 2014 

Annual 
Ridership 
Increase 

% 
Annual 

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 
Periods - Total Ridership 

Increase - All Mainline 
Branches 

31,950,275 31,741,578 208,697 0.7% 

 

**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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LIRR Annual Ridership Growth - Mainline Branches - 2015 versus 2014       

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

     

Branch Annual Ridership 
2015  

Annual 
Ridership 2014 

Annual 
Ridership 
Increase 

% 
Annual 

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 
Periods - Total Ridership 

Increase - All Mainline 
Branches 

30,113,240 29,985,734 127,506 0.4% 

     

**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. A review 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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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 

Ridership 
Increase 

Percent 
Ridership 
Increase 

  2014 2015 Annual 
Ridership 
Increase 

Percent 
Ridership 
Increase 

           
Montauk - Diesel 3,210 3,280 70 2.1%   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  

Total Ridership Increase  
All Mainline Branches  

One Year 

40,360 40,870 510 1.2%   32,250 32,680 430 1.3% 

           
 AM/PM Peak Periods  
Average Additional 

Mainline Riders Per Hour 
One Year 

  128      108  

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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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 

Ridership 
Increase 

Percent 
Ridership 
Increase 

  2011 2015 Annual 
Ridership 
Increase 

Percent 
Ridership 
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  

Total Ridership 
Increase  - All Mainline 

Branches 

38,760 40,870 2,110 5.2%   30,710 32,680 1,970 6.0% 

           
DEIS Ridership 

Numbers for Same 
Period 

 45,600      37,190   

 
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. 

 
  



The LIRR Third Track – A Project Devoid of Justification 
 

Prepared by:  Dan Ruppert                            Page 9 of 36                 Revision A: February 15, 2017                        
                                                                                            For Non-Commercial Use Only 

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 
Ridership 
Increase 
5 Year 

Average 

Percent 
Ridership 
Increase  
5 Year 

Average 

  2011 2015 Annual 
Ridership 
Increase   
5 Year 

Average 

Percent 
Ridership 
Increase  
5 Year 

Average 
           

 AM/PM Peak Periods  
Total Ridership Increase   

Average Over 5 Years  
All Mainline Branches 

7,752 8,174 422 1.0%   6,142 6,536 394 1.2% 

           
DEIS AM/PM Peak 

Period Growth 
Percentages 

   1.3%      1.7% 

           
Error in DEIS AM/PM 
Peak Period Growth 

Percentages 

   0.3%      0.5% 

           
Percent Error in DEIS 
AM/PM Peak Period 

Growth Percentages 

   26%      41% 

NOTE 1:  The data in the above noted chart is extracted directly for the 2011 - 2015 LIRR Ridership Book 

Exhibit 6 

 
15. Ridership numbers highlighted in yellow indicate the numbers in the DEIS. 

 
16. The ridership numbers highlighted in green indicate the numbers for the 

mainline branches as defined in LIRR schedules. 
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17. The DEIS basis of ridership growth numbers is quoted verbatim below: 
 
“Based on recent trends, the AM peak period annual growth factor for is 1.3 
percent per year and the PM peak period annual growth factor is 1.7 percent per 
year.” 
 

V. Impact of Erroneous DEIS Ridership Growth Numbers 
 

1. The erroneous ridership growth factors employed by the DEIS lead to a host 
of false conclusions. 
 

2. Projected increase in peak period mainline trains is incorrect. 
 

3. Delay periods for motorists due to railroad crossing gates lowered along the 
mainline is incorrect. 
 

4. Projected vehicular traffic growth is incorrect for LIRR stations along the 9.8 
mile third track corridor. 
 

VI. Ridership Growth Factors – General Overview 
 
1. Off peak period consistently has largest ridership growth for the past 10 

years according to LIRR ridership reports. 
 
2. Current demographic trends indicate an aging population using the LIRR for 

off peak leisure trips resulting in continued reduction of peak period growth. 
 
3. Historically fare increases cost the LIRR a ridership reduction averaging 3 to 

4 percent.  The LIRR is averaging a fare increase every 3 years.  Based on 
8 fare increases through the year 2040 ridership could shrink by 30 percent. 

  
4. Affordability of fares and geographic proximity to NYC directly correlate to 

ridership growth.  This factor is further addressed in separate section.   
 

5. Companies are encouraging telecommuting to better utilize employee time. 
 
6. The cost and operation of a hybrid or electric automobile now directly 

competes with the cost of a LIRR monthly ticket from mid-Suffolk.  As this 
technology improves and the ownership costs decline, the electric vehicle 
factor presents the opportunity to siphon off LIRR riders.   

 
7. LIRR ridership projections are artificially inflated by the anticipated growth 

due to the East Side Access project. 
 

8. Economic downturns are ignored.  The DEIS growth projections are 
predicated on 23 years of a robust economy through 2040. 
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VII. Reverse Peak Ridership – Overview 
 

1. The next chart is a direct extract from the LIRR 2015 Ridership Book. 
 

 
 

2. The chart indicates approximately 20,000 commuters system wide in the 
AM/PM reverse peak period.  Considering the LIRR has 300,000 daily riders 
this reverse peak population amounts to 6.6 percent of daily ridership. 
 

3. The DEIS erroneously indicates 5,000 AM reverse peak mainline riders. The 
chart indicates 4,070 commuters.  This error distorts future projections 
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4. 4,070 riders on the 18 mainline trains in the AM Reverse Peak Period 
equates to 226 passengers per train.  In a typical 10 car Ronkonkoma or 
Huntington train 20 percent of the seats are occupied in AM Reverse Peak.  

 
VIII. The Reverse Peak Fallacy 

 
1. Contrary to all the documentation published by the LIRR and contained in 

the DEIS, there is no reverse peak issue on the mainline. 
 
2. The DEIS reverse peak growth projections is quoted verbatim below: 

For AM peak period eastbound ridership, apply a 17 percent growth factor to 
account for increased eastbound service frequency (Reverse Peak service). This 
growth factor is based on experience with the Port Washington branch, where off-
peak service was added in both directions (from hourly to half-hourly service), 
resulting in a 17 percent increase in ridership. 

 
3. The LIRR 2015 Annual Ridership Report is quoted verbatim below: 

“Reverse Commute ridership increased in both AM Reverse and PM Reverse Peak 
periods, 0.1% and 2.8%, respectively.  
 

4. The DEIS is based on 17% growth. The most recent LIRR ridership report 
based on actual passenger counts indicates 0.1% for the same AM Reverse 
Peak Period.  An AM Reverse Peak study on the Port Washington branch is 
the basis for the 17% growth. 
 

5. The flawed DEIS logic is demonstrated by a simple calculation. Port 
Washington branch experienced a 3.72 percent gain in 2015 ridership.  This 
increase is 5.5 times the overall mainline growth percentage for the same 
period.  Adjusting the 17 percent for mainline growth results in a reduction to 
3 percent.  AM Reverse Peak trains operate at 80 percent of seats empty.     

 
6. This Reverse Peak Commute issue based on ridership growth is a non-

starter for any further discussion attempting to justify the third track. 
 

7. The DEIS statement on mainline train traffic during the AM Reverse Peak 
commuting period is quoted verbatim below:  
“In addition to the AM Peak Period with no eastbound service between approximately 
7:00 AM and 8:30 AM (and a comparable period in the PM peak for westbound 

service),” 
 

8. The current LIRR 2017 timetable indicates three (3) reverse peak AM trains 
heading Eastbound during the above noted time frame.  These trains are on 
9.8 mile mainline third track corridor during 7:00 AM to 8:30 AM time frame.  
The DEIS statement and the LIRR timetable have opposing trains on the 
same track at the same time. Fortunately this scenario has not resulted in a 
disaster.  
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9. Exhibit 7 is the LIRR 2017 timetables listing the three (3) eastbound 

reverse peak AM trains operating during the 7:00 AM to 8:30 AM time 
frame. 

 
7:00 AM to 8:30 AM Time Frame           

Reverse Peak AM Mainline Trains      
Eastbound Weekday LIRR Schedule - 

2017 Timetable 

 

 
 

   

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

Exhibit 7 

 
10. The next exhibit depicts all AM Peak Reverse Eastbound trains.  Eleven 

(11) passenger trains operate on the 9.8 mile segment of Main line.  Their 
operation is during the AM Peak period between 6 AM and 10 AM. 
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All Reverse Peak AM Mainline Passenger Trains                                                               
Eastbound Weekday LIRR Schedule - 2017 Timetable                                                                                       

11 Passenger Trains on the 9.8 Mile Corridor Spanning Floral Park to Hicksville                
6 AM to 10 AM  

 

      

 

 
 

      

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

Exhibit 8 

 
11. The next exhibit depicts all PM Peak Reverse Westbound trains.  Fifteen 

(15) passenger trains operate on the 9.8 mile segment of Main line.  Their 
operation is during the PM Peak period between 4 PM and 8 PM. 

 
12. The DEIS states the same false claims that no Westbound PM reverse peak 

trains operate in a similar 1.5 hour window. The DEIS basis is both tracks 
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being utilized for eastbound peak trains.  A review of the timetable indicates 
the contrary. 

 

 
 
 
 

 

All Reverse Peak PM Mainline Passenger Trains 
Westbound Weekday LIRR Schedule - 2017 Timetable                                                                                         

15 Passenger Trains on the 9.8 Mile Corridor Spanning Hicksville to Floral Park                                                                 
4 PM to 8 PM 

 

 
 

         

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

Exhibit 9 
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IX. Reverse Peak Comparison – Mainline and Babylon Branches 
 

1. The Babylon Branch AM Reverse Peak period is reviewed with the same 
Mainline period to establish a basis to compare service. 
 

2. The Babylon Branch is has next heaviest ridership volume after the 
mainline.  The 2015 LIRR Annual Ridership Report indicates the Babylon 
Branch annually carried approximately 18 million riders.  The mainline 
ridership for the same period is approximately 30 million riders. 

 
3. The Babylon Branch between Penn Station and Babylon has 11 Reverse 

Peak AM passenger trains on the entire branch. 
 

4. All branches comprising and including the mainline between Penn Station 
and Oyster Bay, Huntington and Ronkonkoma have 13 Reverse Peak AM 
passenger trains.  This count extends outside the 9.8 third track mainline 
corridor.   
 

5. During the AM Reverse Peak period on the Babylon Branch there is a 1 
hour 43 minute gap with no train service to the end terminus of Babylon. 

 
6. To review this service gap, the next chart is the 2017 Babylon Branch 

timetable.   
 

7. Refer to Train #12 and Train #14 in Exhibit 10 for the 1 hour 43 minute gap 
at Babylon during the AM Reverse Peak Period.   

 
8. As a point of reference, the LIRR defines the AM Peak Period between 6 

AM to 10 AM. 
 

9. The LIRR has a different set of published criteria for the Reverse Peak 
Period hours.  The Reverse Peak chart provided by the LIRR in the prior 
section of this report states:  Morning Reverse Peak - Eastbound 4:50 
AM – 9:30 AM.  Evening Reverse Peak - Westbound 4:30 PM – 7:30 PM.       

 
10. Why focus on the mainline when the same situation exists on another major 

branch.  The DEIS has an erroneous AM Reverse Peak reference which is 
previously disputed.  

 
11. The DEIS indicates a 1 hour 30 minute period where westbound mainline 

train volume precludes AM peak reverse commuting.   
 

12. On the Babylon Branch the same gap with no AM reverse peak service is 1 
hour 43 minutes at the eastern terminus station.     
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All Reverse Peak AM Babylon Branch Passenger Trains                                                               
Eastbound Weekday LIRR Schedule - 2017 Timetable                                                                                       

11 Trains on the Entire Babylon Branch                                      
Spanning From Penn Station to Babylon                                                                                      

6 AM to 10 AM  

 

 
 

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

 

Exhibit 10 

 
X. The Penn Station Tunnel Capacity – A Reverse Peak Issue Ignored 

 
1. There is no mention of a major factor impacting reverse commuting from for 

commuters originating in Manhattan.  The four portals leading into Penn 
Station are a bottleneck.  Amtrak trains originating in their Sunnyside Yard 
facility need to use the same four portals as the LIRR.  Amtrak and the LIRR 
share the same peak periods.  Northbound Amtrak trains terminating in 
Penn Station or heading to or from Boston also need these four portals.  
New Jersey Transit also utilizes these tunnels.  A system wide graphic 
simulation of the LIRR system would highlight this issue.   
 
 
 
 



The LIRR Third Track – A Project Devoid of Justification 
 

Prepared by:  Dan Ruppert                            Page 18 of 36                 Revision A: February 15, 2017                        
                                                                                            For Non-Commercial Use Only 

XI. Bi-Level Cars – A Mainline Capacity Solution Dismissed by the DEIS 
 
1. The DEIS dismisses the bi-level cars as a solution based on half truths and 

falsehoods.  
  

2. The LIRR operates their railcars in attached pairs.  One pair of M-7 cars 
which are single level seat 211 commuters.  One pair of bi-level cars seat 
280 commuters.  The gain is 33% more commuters in the same 170 foot 
long footprint. 

 
3. New Jersey Transit serves the same demographics as the LIRR.  Both 

share Penn Station as their major terminus.  New Jersey Transit will have 
their entire fleet converted to bi-level coaches by the year 2020. 

 
4. The LIRR claims bi-level cars reduce operation flexibility.  The basis of the 

LIRR statement is the cars are too high to enter the tunnels leading to the 
Atlantic Terminal and Grand Central Station. 

 
5. The solution to the aforementioned issue is simple.  Convert all mainline 

trains to bi-level equipment and keep other branches with single level 
electric cars.  

 
6. The above scenario entail single level cars run to East Side Access and 

Grand Central via the East Side Access.  Bi-level equipment runs to Penn 
Station and Hunterspoint Avenue.  

 
7. The question begs to be asked how a modern day project such as the East 

Side Access does not accommodate all LIRR rolling stock.  Faulty internal 
MTA/LIRR planning now becomes an excuse to disqualify the viable bi-level 
alternative.  The tunnels into Penn Station were planned in the year 1901.  
These tunnels were designed with the foresight to accommodate the trains 
of today.  The LIRR, Amtrak and New Jersey Transit operate their trains 
through a total of 6 tunnels east and west of Penn Station.  A modern day 
and costly project such as the East Side Access is designed with height 
restrictions.  

 
8. From 1932 to 1972 the LIRR operated double decker cars which were 

restricted from the Atlantic Avenue tunnels.  For a forty year period the LIRR 
managed an issue which the DEIS claims an impediment to the operation. 
 

9. The assembly of trains in LIRR yards is performed with computer 
assistance. The software program assigns specific equipment to specific 
train numbers by LIRR branch.  A simple process muddied by the DEIS 
statements.      
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XII. The Mainline Capacity Solution  –  Justification for Bi-Level Cars 
 

1. Today approximately 1/3 of mainline trains are bi-level equipment. The chart 
below presents an equipment listing by type and branch. 
 

2. The next two charts depict current mainline peak period passenger trains by 
equipment type.  This data is then employed to present a viable option 
significantly reducing mainline peak traffic for both AM and PM periods. 

   
AM Peak Trains - LIRR Mainline Branches     

Current Timetables & Equipment - Floral Park to Hicksville 

AM Peak Period Trains - Designated in LIRR 2017 Timetables 

Mainline Branch M-3 and M-7 
Trains 

Bi-Level 
Trains 

Total AM Peak 
Mainline Trains 

    

Montauk 0 5 5 

    

Greenport 0 0 0 

    

Oyster Bay 1 6 7 

    

Port Jefferson** 11 7 18 

    

Ronkonkoma 17 0 17 

    

Total - All Mainline Branches 29 18 47 

    

Equipment Percentage By Type 62% 38%  

    

**Note:  Port Jefferson Branch Includes Huntington   
NOTE 1: The LIRR has the latitude on the Montauk branch of routing trains originating east of Babylon.  
These diesel powered trains can either continue along the Montauk branch to Jamaica or be routed to 
Mainline.  This chart takes the worse case scenario that the AM Peak Period Montauk trains destined for 
Jamaica are routed via the Central branch to the Mainline.   
NOTE 2: The DEIS indicates forty nine (49) AM Peak Period Mainline Passenger Trains from Floral Park 
to Hicksville.  Our review identifies forty seven (47) AM Peak Period Mainline Passenger Trains based on 
2017 LIRR timetables indicating AM Peak Period trains. 

NOTE 3:  The DEIS indicates thirteen (13) AM Peak Period Mainline Passenger Trains with Bi-Level 
Equipment.  Our review identifies eighteen (18) trains utilizing Bi-level equipment if all Speonk- Montauk 
trains are routed onto the mainline. 

Exhibit 11 
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PM Peak Trains - LIRR Mainline Branches     

Current Timetables & Equipment - Floral Park to Hicksville 

PM Peak Period Trains - Designated in LIRR 2017 Timetables 
Mainline Branch M-3 and M-7 

Trains 
Bi-Level Trains Total PM Peak 

Mainline Trains 

    

Montauk 0 4 4 

    

Greenport 0 0 0 

    

Oyster Bay 1 6 7 

    

Port Jefferson** 13 6 19 

    

Ronkonkoma 13 0 13 

    

Total - All Mainline Branches 27 16 43 

    

Equipment Percentage By Type 63% 37%  

    

**Note:  Port Jefferson Branch Includes Huntington   
NOTE 1: The LIRR has the latitude on the Montauk branch of routing trains originating east of Babylon.  
These diesel powered trains can either continue along the Mainline from Jamaica or be routed to the 
Montauk branch.  This chart takes the worse case scenario that the PM Peak Period trains destined for 
Speonk - Montauk are routed via the Mainline to the Central branch.   

NOTE 2: The DEIS indicates forty seven (47) PM Peak Period Mainline Passenger Trains from Floral Park 
to Hicksville.  Our review identifies forty three (43) PM Peak Period Mainline Passenger Trains based on 
2017 LIRR Mainline timetables indicating PM Peak Period trains. 

NOTE 3: The bi-level traffic is based on the worst case scenario of routing all Speonk -Montauk trains onto 
the mainline in the PM Peak Period. 

Exhibit 12 

 
3. The next chart presents an all bi-level fleet on the mainline during Peak AM 

Period.  The 33% greater seating capacity in the bi-levels results in reducing 
the current number of single level M-3 and M-7 trains.  
 

4. The chart indicates in the AM peak period utilizing an all bi-level fleet the 
reduction is 10 trains when compared the existing LIRR fleet composition. 
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Scenario #1 - All Bi-level Equipment - Current Timetables 

AM Peak Trains - LIRR Mainline Branches     

Floral Park to Hicksville 

Mainline Branch M-3 and M-7 
Trains 

Bi-Level 
Trains 

Total AM Peak 
Mainline Trains 

    

Montauk 0 4 4 

    

Greenport 0 0 0 

    

Oyster Bay 0 7 7 

    

Port Jefferson** 0 15 15 

    

Ronkonkoma 0 11 11 

    

Total - All Mainline Branches 0 37 37 

    

Equipment Percentage By Type 0% 100%  

    

**Note:  Port Jefferson Branch Includes Huntington   
NOTE 1: The LIRR has the latitude on the Montauk branch of routing trains originating east 
of Babylon.  These diesel powered trains can either continue along the Montauk branch to 
Jamaica or be routed to Mainline.  This chart takes the worse case scenario that the AM 
Peak Period Montauk trains destined for Jamaica are routed via the Central branch to the 
Mainline.   

NOTE 2: The DEIS indicates forty nine (49) AM Peak Period Mainline Passenger Trains 
from Floral Park to Hicksville.  Our review identifies forty seven (47) AM Peak Period 
Mainline Passenger Trains based on 2017 LIRR Mainline timetables indicating Peak Period 
trains. 
NOTE 3: The bi-level traffic is based on the worst case scenario of routing all Speonk -
Montauk trains onto the mainline in the PM Peak Period. 

Exhibit 13 

 
5. The next chart presents an all bi-level fleet on the mainline during Peak PM 

Period.  Again the benefits of reducing the number of trains previously 
achieved in the AM Peak are also realized in the PM Peak. 
 

6. The chart indicates in the PM peak period utilizing an all bi-level fleet the 
reduction is 8 trains when compared the existing LIRR fleet composition. 
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Scenario #2 - All Bi-level Equipment - Current Timetables 

PM Peak Trains - LIRR Mainline Branches     

Hicksville to Floral Park 

Mainline Branch M-3 and M-7 
Trains 

Bi-Level 
Trains 

Total PM Peak 
Mainline Trains 

    

Montauk 0 4 4 

    

Greenport 0 0 0 

    

Oyster Bay 0 7 7 

    

Port Jefferson** 0 15 15 

    

Ronkonkoma 0 9 9 

    

Total - All Mainline Branches 0 35 35 

    

Equipment Percentage By Type 0% 100%  

    

**Note:  Port Jefferson Branch Includes Huntington   

NOTE 1: The LIRR has the latitude on the Montauk branch of routing trains originating east of 
Babylon.  These diesel powered trains can either continue along the Mainline from Jamaica or 
be routed to the Montauk branch.  This chart takes the worst case scenario that the PM Peak 
Period trains destined for Speonk - Montauk are routed via the Mainline to the Central branch.   

NOTE 2: The DEIS indicates forty seven (47) PM Peak Period Mainline Passenger Trains from 
Floral Park to Hicksville.  Our review identifies forty three (43) PM Peak Period Mainline 
Passenger Trains based on 2017 LIRR Mainline timetables indicating Peak Period trains. 

NOTE 3: The bi-level traffic is based on the worst case scenario of routing all Speonk -Montauk 
trains onto the mainline in the PM Peak Period. 

Exhibit 14 

 
7. The next two charts summarize the comparison of the existing fleet of mixed 

single level and bi-levels to an all bi-level fleet for the mainline branches. 
 
8. The charts include future growth based realistic mainline ridership increases 

in the AM and PM peak periods. 
 

9. The reduction of AM and PM peak period trains employing a mainline bi-
level fleet is summarized in the next two charts.  
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Equipment Comparison Summary 

AM Peak - Mainline Passenger Trains 

Current Roster of Mixed Equipment versus Future All Mainline Bi-Level Fleet 

 Current Equipment 
Roster - M-3 and M-7 
Trains and Bi-Level 

Trains       

Proposed 
Equipment 

Roster - All Bi-
Level Trains          

Decrease in 
Mainline Trains 

Using All Bi-
Level Trains                                    

Percent 
Decrease 

Mainline Trains  

     

Number of AM 
Peak Mainline 

Trains               
Year 2020 

47 37 -10 27% 

     

Number of AM 
Peak Mainline 

Trains                
Year 2025 

49 39 -10 26% 

Note 1:  Number of AM Trains based on 2017 LIRR Mainline Peak Period Timetables. 
 

Note 2:  Growth based on 1.0% annual increase in Main line ridership.  The East Side 
Access growth numbers having zero credibility are not included in Year 2025. 

Exhibit 15 

 
 

 
Equipment Comparison Summary 

PM Peak - Mainline Passenger Trains 

Current Roster of Mixed Equipment versus Future All Mainline Bi-Level Fleet 

 Current Equipment 
Roster - M-3 and M-7 
Trains and Bi-Level 

Trains       

Proposed 
Equipment 

Roster - All Bi-
Level Trains          

Decrease in 
Mainline Trains 

Using All Bi-
Level Trains                                    

Percent 
Decrease 

Mainline Trains 

     

Number of PM 
Peak Mainline 

Trains               
Year 2020 

43 35 -8 23% 

     
Number of PM 
Peak Mainline 

Trains                
Year 2025 

45 36 -9 25% 

Note 1:  Number of AM Trains based on 2017 LIRR Mainline Peak Period Timetables. 
     

Note 2:  Growth based on 1.2% annual increase in PM Peak Main line ridership.  The East 
Side Access growth numbers having zero credibility are not included in Year 2025. 

Exhibit 16 
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XIII. Bi-Level Cars – Advantages 
 

1. The reduction in mainline train traffic offered by the bi-level fleet opens the 
door for other opportunities. 
 

2. Reduced number of Peak LIRR trains equates to less contention with 
Amtrak in the four East River Tunnels. 
 

3. With less Amtrak contention the window opens for the LIRR to expand 
reverse peak commuting opportunities from Penn Station. 

 
4. The third track offers no opportunity to increase Reverse Peak trains 

servicing Penn Station. 
 

5. The average time between mainline peak trains is at approximate intervals 
of 6 minutes 30 seconds with a bi-level fleet.  A one track peak period 
operation is readily feasible.  

 
6. The DEIS statement on bi-level motive power is quoted verbatim below: 
 

“Bi-level train cars are currently restricted from being utilized on the 
Atlantic Branch (serving Atlantic Terminal, Brooklyn), and must be hauled 
by a dual-mode locomotive into and out of Penn Station, of which the LIRR 
currently operates a limited number ” 

   
7. The aforementioned DEIS statement is incorrect on several points. The bi-

levels cars are not restricted to dual mode locomotives into Penn Station.  
New Jersey Transit hauls their bi-level cars primarily utilizing electric 
locomotives into Penn Station.  Their electric locomotive fleet of 
approximately 64 units is augmented with 35 dual mode locomotives. 

 
8. Almost one half the LIRR locomotive fleet are dual mode thereby 

disqualifying the DEIS statement on limited number. 
 

9. There is no valid reason the LIRR could not follow the New Jersey Transit 
model.   

 
10. The LIRR bi-level solution entails electric locomotives operating in third rail 

territory on mainline branches.  The bi-level cars are the same configuration 
as currently operated by the LIRR.  Essentially two types of bi-level cars – 
cab cars and trailers. 

 
11. The role of dual mode locomotives remains unchanged from the current 

operation.  This type of locomotive will continue servicing non-electrified 
territories with the requirement for Penn Station service. 
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12. Conventional diesel locomotives will continue their current role on trains not 
requiring Penn Station access.  

 
13. The DEIS statement on bi-level car acquisition is quoted verbatim below: 

 
 “Purchasing a substantial number of new bi-level trains as a way to 
enhance capacity would reduce operational flexibility and make it more 
difficult for LIRR to manage its fleet”. 

 
14. The aforementioned statement is not true.  Acquiring additional bi-level cars 

of the current configuration standardizes the LIRR fleet. 
 

15. Today there is a mix of equipment on the two largest mainline branches.  
Both Port Jefferson and Ronkonkoma have M-3/M-7 cars in their electrified 
territory and bi-levels to points east.  
 

16. Operating an all bi-level fleet on the mainline branches and conventional M-
3/M-7 cars on all other branches standardizes equipment on each branch.   

 
17. If the LIRR continues to insist operational flexibility is impeded by the bi-

level solution, then a third party needs to be retained.  The third party must 
operate independently of the MTA to avoid the LIRR bias of justifying the 
third track.  The LIRR provides projections on train movement data and 
revised track layouts to the third party.  The train movement data is then 
converted into a workable operational scenario by the third party.  LIRR then 
is presented with the plan. 

 
18. The mainline fleet reduction by 1/3 takes an already questionable project off 

the table.  The 76.6 million dollar Mid-Suffolk Yard expansion at 
Ronkonkoma goes away. 

 
19. Operational flexibility mentioned several times in the DEIS.  Yet the LIRR 

abandoned branches such as the tracks which connected the main line from 
Mineola to the Hempstead branch in Garden City.  This branch connected 
then with the West Hempstead and onto the Montauk branch in Valley 
Steam. 

 
XIV. Coupling the Bi-Level Solution with Passing Sidings 

 
1. Passing sidings provide operational flexibility for unforeseen conditions.  

With reduced mainline traffic employing bi-levels and installing passing 
sidings the LIRR achieves operational flexibility benefits.  This scenario 
avoids disrupting mainline communities with third track construction 
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XV. Train Growth – DEIS Errors Invalidate Projections 
 

1. Review of the DEIS fails to locate any seating capacity charts for the Peak 
Periods indicating percent utilization of seating in mainline trains. 
 

2. Without a baseline, future DEIS train growth projections are invalid. 
 

3. The DEIS does not indicate seating capacity employed in train growth 
projections.  This premise results in questionable train growth forecasts. 

 
4. Another faulty DEIS criterion is the correlation of train growth to ridership 

increases.    
 

5. The DEIS applies the ridership growth factor percentage directly to the 
number of applicable trains. 

 
6. The fallacy of this method is ridership growth does not necessarily equate to 

adding entire mainline trains.    
 

7. The 2011 thru 2015 ridership growth on the Ronkonkoma branch is 
approximately 1,000 additional commuters in the AM peak.   

 
8. The aforementioned growth would warrant an additional train. 

 
9. The ridership growth on each other mainline branches is less than a 

complete train during the 2011 thru 2015 period. 
 

10. Yet the ridership growth on these branches although fractional are 
represented as a sum total resulting in the DEIS adding trains. 

 
11. The LIRR Passenger Services group evaluates ridership growth on an 

individual basis per each branch.  
 

12. Adding railcars to trains accommodates growth when a full train is not 
warranted.  The sum total of all the additional railcars coupled to existing 
trains could add up to one equivalent train. 

 
13. Yet there are no additional trains added to the mainline branches based on 

the above mentioned criteria. 
 

14. The LIRR needs to provide documentation detailing the criteria for 
facilitating ridership growth.  Intermediate steps along with the threshold 
criteria for adding trains on each mainline branch need definition.  
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XVI. Socio-Economic Exclusion – The Third Track Fails to Benefit All 
 

1. Mainline ridership growth is predicated on the ability of the LIRR to attract 
prospective customers.  Those considering the LIRR must possess the 
financial ability to afford the service. 
 

2. The DEIS chapter on Socio-Economic Conditions has charts profiling the 
economic decline of family earnings within 9.8 mile mainline corridor.  This 
regional economic decline is not limited to the mainline study area. 

 
3. The DEIS does not address economic decline as this factor relates to 

ridership    
 

4. Public funding for the third track comes from citizens in all economic levels 
within our state.  Yet not all those citizens have the economic ability to 
afford a LIRR ticket. 

 
5. In a reverse commute AM peak survey in the DEIS, the LIRR used the Port 

Washington branch to develop growth data for the main line.  The Port 
Washington branch experienced robust ridership growth in the 2015 LIRR 
annual report.  Presented in the next chart is an economic demographics 
ridership comparison between the mainline Ronkonkoma branch and the 
Port Washington branch. 

 
6. The chart includes the final destination communities of both branches and 4 

preceding stations.  The chart highlights how the purchase of a LIRR 
monthly ticket is a financial hardship for residents along the mainline 
communities.  Commuting on the LIRR requires an inordinate percentage of 
their monthly gross per capita income. 

 
7. The chart highlights the economic impediments to mainline ridership growth.  

This issue is self induced by regular LIRR fare hikes which increased the 
gap to ticket affordability for lower income residents. 

 
8. By design government funded transit systems are intended to provide 

mobility for citizens in the lower rungs of the economic ladder. Reaching a 
more lucrative job market is the basis of upward mobility.  The LIRR is 
tasked as a public agency to assist achieving this goal.  The economic 
impact of purchasing a LIRR monthly ticket is not affordable for those in the 
lower income brackets.  With the LIRR monthly fares being out of the realm 
of affordability, the railroad is not a viable means of reaching the NYC job 
market.  A major segment of our local population is economically denied 
access to mobility and reaching a prime job market. 

 
9. This situation leads to the debate whether the third track project is a public 

benefit economically accessible to all. 
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LIRR Ronkonkoma - Port Washington Branches - Economic Demographics - Ridership Comparison 

Ronkonkoma 
Main Line 

 
Branch/Station 

Percentage 
Annual LIRR 

Branch 
Ridership 
Increase       

Year 2015 

Per Capita 
Monthly 
Gross 

Earnings             
Year 2015 

Monthly LIRR 
Commutation 

Ticket to 
Penn Station 

Monthly 
NYC Bus 
- Subway 

Costs 

Automobile 
Costs 

Monthly 
Including 
Insurance 

(Station car) 

Total 
Monthly 

Commuting 
Costs 

Percentage 
of Gross 
Monthly 

Earnings 
Required to 

Commute 

        

Ronkonkoma 0.44% $2,922 $377 $120 $300 $797 27% 

        

Central Islip 0.44% $1,934 $377 $120 $300 $797 41% 

        

Brentwood 0.44% $1,745 $377 $120 $300 $797 46% 

        

Deer Park 0.44% $2,919 $338 $120 $300 $758 26% 

        

Wyandanch 0.44% $1,773 $338 $120 $300 $758 43% 

        

  
Port 

Washington 
 

Branch/Station 

Percentage 
Annual LIRR 

Branch 
Ridership 
Increase       

Year 2015 

Per Capita 
Monthly 
Gross 

Earnings             
Year 2015 

Monthly LIRR 
Commutation 

Ticket to 
Penn Station 

Monthly 
NYC Bus 
- Subway 

Costs 

Automobile 
Costs 

Monthly 
Including 
Insurance 

(Station car) 

Total 
Monthly 

Commuting 
Costs 

Percentage 
of Gross 
Monthly 

Earnings 
Required to 

Commute 

Port 
Washington 

3.72% $5,089 $252 $120 $300 $672 13% 

        

Plandome 3.72% $10,468 $252 $120 $300 $672 6% 

        

Manhasset 3.72% $5,196 $252 $120 $300 $672 13% 

        

Great Neck 3.72% $3,335 $218 $120 $300 $638 19% 

        

Little Neck 3.72% $4,569 $218 $120 $300 $638 14% 

 

Exhibit 17 

 
10. The economic exclusion of a major market segment from accessing the 

LIRR makes suspect main line future ridership growth projections.  This 
excluded market only grows with future fare increases.  Cost of living 
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adjustments for the economically disadvantaged will not keep pace with 
LIRR fare increases.  An upcoming section reinforces this statement. 
 
 

XVII. The Ripple Effect of Contrived LIRR Project Justifications 
 

1. The third track project containing assorted contrived justifications has 
prompted a closer examination of other current LIRR projects. 

 
2. The 20% growth for the East Side Access project has zero credibility.  

Currently the LIRR has 300,000 daily commuters.  The premise of the East 
Side Access growth is 60,000 potential commuters will have tolerated 14 
years of construction delays.  At the watershed moment the East Side 
Access opens in September 2023 the 60,000 potential riders will abandon 
their current modes of transportation. These potential customers will 
mystically appear at LIRR stations eager to pay exorbitant fares for subpar 
service to a previously accessible destination. 

 
3. The LIRR Mainline is experiencing over growth at 0.7% annually. The East 

Side Access growth projection of 20% equates to 28 years of mainline 
growth directly attributed to one event occurring in September 2023.  

 
4. The 20% East Side Access growth factor is applied to the mainline ridership 

projections past the 2023 anticipated opening date of this project.   
 

5. The East Side Access project is the most expensive public works project in 
the U.S. today.  Where does New York State government draw the line 
between hype and fraudulent claims? 

 
6. The East Side Access services a destination which is accessible today via 

several combined LIRR transportation and subway options.  The project will 
only redistribute the existing LIRR customer base to a destination which will 
be easier to access. 

 
7. The opportunity to gain new customers is the city zones and new Sunnyside 

Station of the LIRR.  The MTA website indicates the opportunity to convert 
Number 7 subway train riders to LIRR riders will present sizeable ridership 
gains.  Outside of the city zone and the LIRR is hard pressed to validate the 
20% ridership growth projection for East Side Access. 

 
8. This bogus East Side Access growth is dialed into the third track project.  

One unjustifiable project attempts to justify another. 
 

9. During the third track review process another LIRR project surfaced with 
justification based on bogus East Side Access growth. The Mid-Suffolk Yard 
Expansion is a 76.6 million dollar yard.  The project scope entails the 
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enlargement of the Ronkonkoma railcar storage yard.  Considering the 
Ronkonkoma line has 0.44% annual ridership growth, how does the LIRR 
justify enlarging the railcar storage yard? 

 
 

XVIII. The DEIS – Chock Full of Irrelevant Information While Devoid of 
Justifications 

 
1. Automobile traffic surveys estimate 1 million cars on the roads daily in the 

Western Nassau and Eastern Queens region. 
 

2. The DEIS addresses a handful of cars at railroad crossings which is 
irrelevant to the vast majority of Long Island motorists. 

 
3. The DEIS does not mention how many autos are removed during rush 

hours from major traffic arteries by the Third Track Project.   
 

4. Reducing traffic volume on major thoroughfares such as Jericho Turnpike, 
Stewart Avenue, Hillside Avenue, Northern State Parkway or the Long 
Island Expressway is not addressed in the DEIS. 

 
5. The DEIS makes no mention of a reduction in commute times for LIRR 

mainline commuters. 
 

6. The DEIS dwells in detail on quantifying the number of occupants by 
automobile commuting to their mainline railroad stations.  Local vehicle 
traffic patterns are analyzed in detail. This data has no bearing on the 
justifying the third track project.  It is apparent millions of dollars have been 
squandered away funding consultants focused on non-issues. 

 
7. How does the LIRR expect mainline communities and the motoring public to 

embrace a project with no quantifiable benefits for the two aforementioned 
parties? 

 
8. The mission of a transit system is to entice a target market which includes 

motorists onto trains and buses.  The third track project fails to address this 
basic objective. 

 
XIX. LIRR Capital Projects – Background and Overview 

 
1.  The LIRR Capital Program was initiated in 1982.   

 
2. Funds approaching 30 billion dollars have either been expended or funded 

through 2019 on the LIRR including the East Side Access project. 
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3. It is a sad commentary when most Long Islanders would be hard pressed to 
recite one benefit this expenditure has provided to their daily commute. 

 
4. Considering daily ridership is at 300,000 commuters based on single trips, 

the Capital Programs expenditures equates to $100,000 per rider.  Yet 
travel time has not significantly decreased for the majority of riders. Fares 
have risen exponentially since the inception of the LIRR Capital Programs in 
1982.  These factors are further addressed in a separate section. 

 
5. Funding has been squandered away on ill-conceived and misguided 

projects.  The convoluted justification process for prior projects parallels the 
third track initiative.  

 
XX. Massive Fare Increases with No Definable Benefits 

   
1. The focus of this section is mainline commuter fare increases and 

commuting times.  As stated in previous sections, the basis of future 
mainline growth of LIRR ridership is the ability to offer cost effective and 
timely service.   
   

2. The chart below summarizes mainline fare increases and the economic 
impact on a monthly commutation ticket.  The time frame selected 
corresponds to the inception of the LIRR Capital Programs in 1982.  Realize 
an investment approaching 30 billion dollars has been made in the LIRR 
since 1982.  Despite this investment internal LIRR costs have spiraled out of 
control.  Commuters and taxpayers pay the price for internal LIRR 
mismanagement.   

 
 

 

Mainline Fare Increases - Huntington To Penn Station - Monthly Commutation Ticket - 1982 - 2016 

Main Line 
Branch/Station 

1982 Monthly 
Commutation 
Ticket Cost 

2016 Monthly 
Commutation 
Ticket Cost 

Dollar 
Increase 

1982 to 2016 

Percent 
Increase  
Overall 

Deduct for 
COLA 

Between          
1982 to 2016 

Real Percentage 
Increase          

1982 to 2016 

       
Huntington $102.75 $338.00 $235.25 329% 97% 232% 

 
Note 1:  Cost of Living Adjustments based on Social Security Administration annual increases  

 
Note 2:  LIRR approved fare hike for 2017 is not included in above noted numbers 

 
Exhibit 18 
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3. Fare increases exponentially outpacing COLA serve only to further 
economically disenfranchise a larger share of potential low and middle 
income riders.  
 

4. The next chart presents commuting time on this same mainline LIRR 
branch.  The chart spans the same time period as the previous chart.  Again 
the year 1982 was the inception of the multi-billion LIRR Capital Program.  
The chart compares AM Peak commute times between Port Jefferson and 
Penn Station in 1982 and 2017.   

 
Commute Time Comparison -  Port Jefferson To Penn Station 

1982 and 2017 

AM Peak Period – Mainline Branch 

 

 Leave 
Port 

Jefferson 

Arrive 
Penn 

Station 

Commute Time 

1982 Timetable 6:14 AM 8:01 AM 1 Hour 47 minutes 
    

2017 Timetable 6:18 AM 8:02 AM 1 Hour 44 minutes 
    

Improved Commute Time 
Over 35 Years 

  3 Minute Reduction 

    
Note 1:  The timetable comparison focuses on trains in similar time slots in 1982 
and 2017.  Dual mode trains are not reflected in the above comparison.  Dual mode 
trains take 1 hour 36 minutes from Port Jefferson to Penn Station.  Two dual mode 
trains in each peak period are operated weekdays.   

 

Note 2:  Port Jefferson - Huntington branch carries the most main line passenger 
ridership.  This branch also has the highest ridership of all LIRR branches.  The 
2015 LIRR Annual Ridership Report has growth on this main line branch at 0.29%. 

 

Note 3:  Numerous improvements were implemented from 1982 to 2017.  These 
include and are not limited to double tracking between Amott Interlock in Syosset to 
Huntington, high level platforms, bi-levels cars and dual mode locomotives.  

 

Exhibit 19 
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5. The next chart compares Off Peak commute times between Port Jefferson 
and Penn Station in 1982 and 2017.  
 

6. The Off Peak period is the highest growth segment for LIRR ridership.  
 

7. The Huntington – Port Jefferson branch has not demonstrated any Off Peak 
commute time improvements during the past 35 years.  Although the 
highest ridership of any branch, investment demonstrating definable 
improvements have been minimal.  The growth in Off Peak commute times 
substantiates this statement. 

 
8. A prime example of an additional track not providing faster commute times 

are the Off Peak trains on the Port Jefferson-Huntington branch.  In 1985 a 
much touted project adding a track was implemented on this branch.  As 
typical with LIRR Capital Programs projects, service improvements were 
presented to the public as the justification.  A review of off peak commute 
times indicates the contrary.  The double tracking project between Amott 
interlock in Syosset and Huntington delivered no definable benefits to off 
peak riders.    

 
 
Commute Time Comparison - Port Jefferson To Penn Station 

1982 and 2017 

Off Peak Period - Mainline Branch 

 

 Leave 
Port 

Jefferson 

Arrive 
Penn 

Station 

Commute Time 

1982 Timetable 11:26 AM 1:20 PM 1 Hour 54 minutes 
    

2017 Timetable 11:36 AM 1:27 PM 2 Hours 1 minute 
    

Additional Commute Time 
Growth Over 35 Years 

  7 Minutes Longer 

 
Notes:  Same notes on previous chart labeled Exhibit 19 apply to this chart.  

 
Exhibit 20 

 
 
 
 



The LIRR Third Track – A Project Devoid of Justification 
 

Prepared by:  Dan Ruppert                            Page 34 of 36                 Revision A: February 15, 2017                        
                                                                                            For Non-Commercial Use Only 

XXI. Out of Control Internal Costs = Massive Fare Increases  
 
1. Decades of failure by LIRR management to control internal costs now result 

in a biased fare structure.  The end result is a key market segment 
economically excluded from a system which is mandated to serve all. 

 
2. The DEIS has charts dedicated to the number of occupants in cars driving 

to railroad stations along the 9.8 third track corridor.  The LIRR fails to get 
the big picture on future growth and economic demographics.   

 
3. As stated in a previous section, the LIRR 2015 Annual Ridership Report 

indicates a system with robust growth in branches nearest the boroughs.  
As addressed in a previous section, affordability is a defining factor for 
branch ridership growth.      

 
4. Historical trends dictate significant fare increases will continue.  There are 

numerous internal contributing factors to the inordinately high LIRR fare 
increases.   

 
5. Gross overstaffing, exceptionally low productivity which hovers around 15% 

for LIRR shop employees, overly generous benefits, unjustifiable overtime, 
employees who ride for free are only a few contributing factors to exorbitant 
fares.  70 percent of the LIRR annual budget covers labor and related costs.  

 
6. Appeasing a small population of LIRR employees results in economically 

disenfranchising a much larger segment of our local population. 
 

7. The basis of any business is balancing factors affecting cost and service.  
To their credit, the LIRR does a remarkable job safely transporting millions 
of passengers annually.  Yet the service at any price scenario does not work 
for our region. 

 
XXII.  The Hempstead Branch  

 
1. The inclusion of the Hempstead Branch into the DEIS signifies LIRR efforts 

to bolster the unjustifiable third track project. 
 

2. The Hempstead Branch data incorporated in the DEIS only serves to 
invalidate the findings and projections of the entire report. 
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XXIII. Going Forward - Recommendations  
 

1. Setting the unjustifiable third track aside, there may be certain elements 
contained in the DEIS which mainline localities opt to consider. 
 

2. The decision to pursue specific aspects of the DEIS is at the discretion of 
local elected officials and residents. 

 
3. The remaining funds initially earmarked for the third track project need to be 

allocated for future regional transportation initiatives. 
 

4. Funding a study to construct a high speed maglev or monorail system 
elevated over the Long Island Expressway is way past due.  Long Island is 
begging for 21st century transportation solutions.  The study needs to 
include secondary feeder lines above major north-south arteries.  Commuter 
parking is achieved by decking above the LIE at station locations 

 
5. A high speed rail system above the Long Expressway has both the 

economic and environmental benefits for Long Island. 
 

6. Elected officials pushing the third track project need to face reality.  A 
modern day transportation alternative to the LIRR is long overdue and 
needs to be launched.  Massive investment in the LIRR has realized zero 
commuting benefits for the vast majority of Long Island residents.  Elected 
officials have an obligation to propose projects which benefit the largest 
swath of residents while delivering definable benefits to our region. 

 
XXIV. Concluding Statements 

 
1. Although a voluminous document, the DEIS fails to stand the test of basic 

scrutiny on key third track justification issues.   
 

2. The expenditure on the DEIS and previous Mainline corridor improve project 
represent a massive waste of our tax dollars. 

 
3. At this juncture it behooves the LIRR to objectively evaluate alternatives and 

present these findings to the public.  This task creates a potential conflict 
considering the DEIS reflects a LIRR bias to one mainline capacity solution.   

 
4. Placing differing opinions aside on the third track issue, the LIRR is to be 

respected for accomplishing the formable task of safely transporting almost 
90 million riders annually. 

 
5. The challenge going forward is to cost effectively offer service to achieve 

ridership growth across all economic levels in our region. 
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6. The goal of reducing internal costs thereby reducing fares is the only option 
to expand market growth opportunities.   

 
7. The LIRR workplace culture will resist any effort to do more with less.  

Employee compensation and job security are not tied to the passenger 
volume.  There is no incentive for employees to reduce internal costs and 
help grow the business. 

 
8. An absence of an internal cost reduction program paves the way for future 

fare increases stunting market expansion opportunities. 
 

9. Without a credible basis for mainline ridership growth, the LIRR is hard 
pressed to justify future projects based on an expanded customer base.   





LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossing Completely to Vehicle Traffic (Figure 1-23 attached) 

as resident(s) of \ 2_[Q4th Avenue, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of 4th Avenue request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 











,. 

Greater New Hyde Park Concerned Citizens Civic Assn. 
123 South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, NY 11040, 516-352-3212 

****************************************************************************************** 

November 30, 2016 

MTA Long Island Railroad - LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 

Edward M. Dumas, Vice President for Public Affairs 

Jamaica Station Building, MC 1131, Jamaica, New York 11435 

Dear Mr. Dumas: 

The LIRR Expansion Project will have a profound effect on the New Hyde Park neighborhood 

adjacent to the LIRR mainline in western Nassau County. Specifically, the elimination of the Covert 

Avenue, South 12th Street and New Hyde Park Road at-grade crossings will cause local disruptions related 

to construction and altered traffic flows. Be that as it may, elimination of these at-grade crossings is 

essential for the safety and tranquility of residents, motorists and commuters in and around the VNHP. 

The elimination of the direct confluence of pedestrians, motor vehicles and trains is essential to 

improve pedestrian and motor vehicle traffic flow and train on time performance. Numerous pedestrian­

vehicle-train accidents have occurred at the New Hyde Park Group of at-grade crossings. At the end of 

the 20th century, the New Hyde Park Road at-grade crossing was declared the most dangerous crossing on 

Long Island and one of the most dangerous in the entire United States. The Covert Avenue at-grade 

crossing was ranked not far behind in the danger category. Additionally, if the New Hyde Park Group of 

at-grade crossings are eliminated, trains will cease to blow air horns thousands of times a day and night. 

Sound attenuation walls of train wheels to rails should be incorporated into the project to lessen 

these soundings into the adjacent residential neighborhoods. We request sound attenuation walls of a 

height similar to the station platform rear walls from the New Hyde Park LIRR Station west to Covert 

Avenue on the south side and from the station west to South 4th Street on the north side of the tracks 

{Sheet 3 attached). Additionally we endorse the rebuilding of the New Hyde Park LIRR Station 

(Figure 1-15 attached) - using the back walls of the new platforms as sound attenuation walls. 

The Greater New Hyde Park Concerned Citizens Civic Association, Inc. endorses the plan to 

eliminate the at-grade crossings in New Hyde Park. Specifically, we endorse the Covert Avenue - Two­

Way Underpass with Sidewalk (Figure 1-19 attached); South 12th Street - Option 1: Permanent Crossing 

Closure with Pedestrian Bridge {Figure 1-23 attached); New Hyde Park Road - Option 1: Five-Lane 

Underpass with Kiss and Ride Northwest of Tracks {Figure 1-28 attached). We respectfully suggest New 

Hyde Park Road - the busiest of all the crossings - be eliminated first. This crossing should be completely 

finished before the start of Covert Avenue. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-25 attached) should be 

located further east toward the center of the reconstructed NHP LIRR station. Our DEIS comments. 

E ard W. Powe&bter New Hyde Park Concerned Citizens Civic Association, Inc. 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hickswille 

Covert Ave Grade Crossing 
Two-Way Underpass with Sidewalk, LIAR Tracks Raised Several Feet 

Figure 1·19 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Part to Hicksville 

South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-23 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hicksville 

New Hyde Park Road Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Five-Lane Underpass with Kiss and Ride Northwest of Tracks 

Figure 1-28 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hlcknille 

Rendering: South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-25 



EDWARD P. RA 
Assemblyman 1 g•h District 

Mr. Edward M. Dumas 

THE ASSEMBLY 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 

December 8, 2016 

V.P. Market Development & Public Affairs 
MTA Long Island RR, MC 11311 
Jamaica Station Building 
Jamaica, NY 11435 

Dear Mr. Dumas: 

Vice-Chair, Minority Steering Committee 

RANKING MINORITY MEMBER 

Education Committee 

COMMITTEES 
Codes 
Health 

Higher Education 

Transportation 

I have received a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Long Island Rail 
Road Expansion Project. Upon talking an initial review of the document and discussing it with 
several other local officials I am formally requesting your consideration of extending the January 
31, 2017 deadline for public comments. 

As you are surely aware there is great public interest in this project in the communities I 
represent as they will bear the brunt of the impact both during construction and after completion. 
As such our local community stakeholders seek the opportunity to make informed comments on 
this document and will require sufficient time to do so. I believe an extension will allow our local 
municipalities adequate time to hire experts should they choose to undertake an independent 
evaluation of the information presented. While I applaud the work of your representatives in 
engaging stakeholder groups during the infancy of this plan, the interests of fairness and 
transparency require that our local villages, other municipalities and community organizations 
have the time required to seek and retain expert analysis so that their comments can reflect the 
concerns of their residents. 

Moreover, this is the closest to a full "plan" that has been presented as there was little to no 
information regarding the track itself at the scoping phase of the process. Given the enormous 
scope of this project, the impact it will have on the local communities and the voluminous and 
technical nature of this document it is appropriate that the time frame be extended. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

l,,/,Jf.ll 
EdwardP. Ra 
Member of Assembly 
19th District 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 825 East Gate Blvd., Suite 207, Garden City, New York 11530 • 516-535-4095, FAX: 516-535-4097 
ALBANY OFFICE: Room 544, Legislative Office Building, Albany, New York 12248 • 518-455-4627, FAX: 518-455-4643 

Email: rae@assembly.state.ny.us 



LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossing Completely to Vehicle Traffic (Figure 1-23 attached) 

I I we (JJ-( i/T 1<·~· l ·v1v->S - Wu o, ,,,, a f<l \ f ~ u 
' / 

as resident(s) of 5~ South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1 ). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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-Thanks for taking the time to write.

For train and travel information call: 718-217-LIRR or 516-822-LIRR
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Farmingdale 
State College 
State University of New York 

January 19, 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, 

John S. Nader, PhD 
President 

tel 631-420-2239 • fax 631-420-2753 

As president of Farmingdale State College, I write in support of the LIRR Expansion Project. 

Our college is located in the heart of Long Island with ready access to the Farmingdale station, 
and will be positively affected by the completion of the project. 

A growing number of students, faculty and staff arrive via the LIRR. In fact, more than 10,000 
riders used the shuttle in the very first three months. We expect this to grow substantially. 

Improved access will better position the College to recruit students and employees, as well as 
relieve the demands for parking on campus. 

Farmingdale State College has a long history of attention to environmental issues as evidenced 
most recently by our Renewable Energy and Sustainability Center. Since 2014, we have 
organized kickoff events for Car Free Day LI at which we encourage students, faculty and staff 
to find alternative methods of getting to campus, such as carpooling. 

Recognizing that most of our students commute, we created a Commuter webpage with 
information about ride sharing. Any way to reduce our students' commutation costs is a priority 
for me. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

JN:cl 

r-'\SLJNY ~he S:ate Jrnver°':y l~LJNY) of New York 

Sincerely, 

John Nader 
President 

Farmingdale State College • 2350 Broadhollow Road, Farmingdale, New York 11735 • 631-420-2000 • farmingdale.edu 

















Edward M. Dumas 
Vice President Market Development and Public Affairs 
LIRR Expansion Project 
MTA Long Island Railroad MC1131 
Jamaica Station Building 
Jamaica, NY 11435 

Dear Sir: 

January 9, 2017 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed third rail from Floral Park to Hicksville. I 
have a number of reasons for my opposition first is that my property borders on the track area near 
the Merillon Avenue Station, so my family's quality of life will be further disrupted by the 
construction. Second as a commuter I believe you need to spend the money to improve the current 
infrastructure and provide better service. I know you are saying that this project will improve 
service, but the bottleneck in Jamaica and the problems related to the East River tunnels, aging 
equipment and issues with Penn Station still will not be addressed. Another issue not addressed is 
where is the funding coming from? This has not been spelled in your document related to the 
project. Another point of my opposition is the fact that this project is being handled by the MTA 
Capital Division which is a separate division from the LIRR, and I believe that they are not 
concerned with the service to commuters. The delays and cost overruns with the East side access, 
the 2nd Avenue Subway and the 7 Train extension speak volumes about how Capital works. Finally, 
the question of increased Freight traffic on the new third rail, this has been passed over with a very 
vague explanation in your proposal. I believe this project is designed for just that to increase the 
use of freight on the LIRR. I have already written my concerns to the Governor's office and will 
continue to reach out to all regarding my opposition. Thank you for your time and attention on this 
matter. 

?f:~~ 
Kevin G. Collins 

78 Atlantic Avenue 

New Hyde Park, NY 11040 
Collins66_17@hotmail.com 
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February 13, 2017 
 
Mr. Edward M. Dumas 
Vice President – Market Development & Public Affairs 
Long Island Railroad Expansion Project 
MTA Long Island Railroad, MC 1131 
Jamaica Station Building 
Jamaica, New York 11435 
 
Re; Nassau County Legislator Laura Schaefer Comment Letter to the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (“DEIS”) issued by the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Long Island 
Railroad (collectively “LIRR”), dated November 28, 2016 regarding LIRR Third Track 
Expansion Project (Floral Park to Hicksville) 

 
Dear Mr. Dumas:    
  
I am writing to you as Legislator of the 14th L.D. in Nassau County, which includes the hamlet of Carle 
Place.  
  
As a representative and a resident, I have attended many of the meetings regarding the LIRR Third Track 
Expansion Project ("Project") over the last year or so and have spoken to Lisa Black and Hector Garcia, 
among others, regarding the project and some of the concerns that both myself and my constituents have had. 
 I have also submitted letters in conjunction with Legislators Walker, Nicolello and Muscarella regarding 
various aspects and concerns with both the process and the project.  In that regard, I would like to thank you 
and your team for the transparency you have shown and the availability of your staff in answering any and all 
questions that I and the residents of Nassau County have had regarding same.     
  
One of the issues that you may already be aware of in Carle Place is a lack of commuter parking and the 
potential changes to traffic patterns that would occur should the MTA go forward with the installation of a 
third set of railroad tracks.  If the Project should go forward, the approximately twelve (12) parking spots that 
are currently available at the Carle Place train station will be reduced to five (5), causing and adding to the 
significant problem of commuters parking along residential streets.  As such, I am seeking to work with the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority/LIRR to identify any potential solutions to this problem.  In addition, should 
this project move forward, I am looking for improvement of the infrastructure around the train station 
including in and around various areas that may be identified as potential parking lots for commuters.  In fact, 
there are several buildings in the area that I believe could be purchased and utilized as parking lots if the 
MTA and the Town of North Hempstead were in agreement with such a purchase.  In conjunction with those 
suggestions, there are several possible opportunities for infrastructure improvements to our roads and 
sidewalks to assist the commuters in parking in those locations.   
  
 

Committees 
• Chairwoman - Planning, 

Development & The 
Environment 

• Vice Chairwoman - Towns, 
Villages & Cities 

• Government Services & 
Operations 

• Health & Social Services 

Nassau County Legislator 

Laura M. Schaefer 
1550 Franklin Avenue 

Mineola, New York 11501 
 

(516) 571-6214 · Facsimile: (516) 571-6134 
lschaefer@nassaucountyny.gov 



One such opportunity involves a very important project that I have been trying to move forward on in Carle 
Place called the Westbury Avenue Improvement Project.  As you may know, Westbury Avenue is one block 
over from the Carle Place train station and is a main thoroughfare between the communities of Carle Place 
and Westbury.  The Westbury Avenue Improvement Project involves beautification of the downtown, 
improved sidewalks, road repaving and additional parking, among other things, all of which would enhance 
the economic vitality of the area.  Consequently, additional parking on Westbury Avenue could alleviate 
some, if not all of the parking issues that so many Carle Place commuters are already experiencing; a 
problem that will only get worse with the addition of the 3rd track, as previously stated.  Like many other 
downtowns in Nassau County, enhancing the downtown of Carle Place will not only benefit the community 
and businesses operating there but will also greatly benefit the MTA with increased ridership as many more 
people opt to take the train into Manhattan or out to Suffolk from the Carle Place train station.  More people 
helps the businesses to flourish, which benefits the community overall.  My firm belief is that an upgraded, 
more walkable downtown in the Hamlet of Carle Place would give it the economic boost it needs to enhance 
the hometown feeling that this close-knit community tries so hard to maintain.   
  
As such, I am asking that if the 3rd Track Expansion project should move forward, you include Carle Place 
and an improvement of Westbury Avenue and commuter parking in your plans.   
  
Some additional ancillary concerns I have that I would like to establish a record for include addressing the 
following:  
  
-   the noise, debris and traffic issues that will exist during the construction process;  
-   the noise and vibration issues that will accompany the addition of a third track;    
-   how the MTA/LIRR will pay for this project and whether or not this expense will be      
     passed on to the consumer; 
-   the increase in cost to maintain the 3rd track and/or improved stations which are     
     included in this Project; 
-   any potential negative impact to property values in the affected communities; and 
 -   Restricting freight train volumes to 2016 levels to ensure that there's no increase in      
      freight train transportation with the addition of the third track.   
 
  Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the above.  I look forward to          
  speaking with you and/or your staff on these topics and any potential solutions you can    
  offer.     
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Laura M. Schaefer 
County Legislator, 14th L.D. 
 
 
LMS; jeh 
 
 
 



Consultation: 16PR03614 

Project: LIRR Main Line Expansion Project: Floral Park to Hicksville 

Submission 4 

 
Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP), Division for Historic Preservation.  The following are requests for clarification or 
additional information, and comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the LIRR Main 
Line Expansion Project (16PR03614).  
 
1.   The survey information was sent as an attachment to the project, but was not uploaded to our 

online database, CRIS, using the link to the survey “wizard” request sent on 7-26-16.  It is important 
that the buildings assessed for potential impacts as part of this project are documented individually 
in CRIS.  In a separate request, we will either ask that you use the original request token 
(K3NNO9E647NQ) to submit a new survey, or we will try to create a survey that can be updated.  For 
either approach, we will need the Unique Site Numbers (USNs) listed in the survey to reflect the 
sites evaluated as part of the DEIS.  The information should include: 
a.  A survey report, which may be excerpts from the (D)EIS. 
b. New built resource entries for buildings that are not represented by the current USN list but that 

may be NRE, including the Hicksville Volunteer Fire Department and 164 Post Avenue in 
Westbury.  Also, please create individual entries for the individual buildings or building blocks on 
Tyson Avenue, South Tyson Avenue, and Tulip Avenue in Floral Park.  Start by using the two 
existing USNs for each of the areas, edit these for individual addresses, and add other entries for 
the other resources. 

c.  Current photographs for all USNs on the list that were photographed for the DEIS.  These will 
need to be uploaded to each individual USN. 

 
2. Comments on DEIS 

a. Chapter 5:  Visual Resources, p. 5-1.  The definition and analysis of “visual impacts” must be 
expanded to include the two National-Register Eligible properties located on a prominent corner 
because their demolition results in significant adverse visual and historic impacts.  These are the 
LIRR Electrical Substation (05954.000046), Main Street & Station Rd, and the Nassau Tower/LIRR 
(05954.000047) Main St & Station Rd, in Mineola. 

b. Similarly, the same significant adverse impacts should be discussed under Section F, Potential 
Impacts of the Proposed Project, in both the “Impact Analysis” and the “Village of Mineola” 
sections pages 5-18 and 5-25. 

c. Please add the individual addresses of the commercial buildings mentioned on Tulip Avenue and 
Tyson and South Tyson Avenues on p. 5-19. 

d. The US Post Office at 1001 Second Avenue was submitted as part of the survey but appears to 
be missing from the buildings identified in the New Hyde Park section beginning on p. 5-20. 

e. As other buildings have been identified with their National Register determinations, please add 
the information on their NRE status to the Denton Building, LIRR Electrical Substation, and 
Nassau Tower entries on page 5-26. 

f. The entry regarding the Citibank (Former European-American Bank Company) building notes 
that a project requiring demolition is “previously approved.”  While the local review process 
may have approved the demolition, SHPO Environmental Consultation determined that the 
building is eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places and has not 
approved demolition.  The project is still under consultation.  Please add this clarification. 

 
Please contact Lorraine Weiss at 518-268-2129 with any questions.  Thank you. 
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Close the South 12th Street Public Hi hwa -Ra~t-Grade 
Crossing Completely to Vehicle Traffic (Figure 1-23 attached) 

"'~~A/J~ iQ~<t·S bf,~orq_stos 
as resident(s) of / / / South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hicksville 

South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1: Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1·23 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hicknille 

Rendering: South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-25 



Have a comment question or suggestion? Leave it here. We're listening! 

( \/\q_ L'-- v:C: <.."l /V e,tc;'y1'\ a Vl 
-- --·-·--------·------·-·· 

-i 5_J)lo/,._,·1· Avc=41~'(;1~7}11ll ~-~~~~~~=--i 
(OPTIONAL) 0 ~~::;__:::~~~_...., 

J,\N __i}U ~11 .. ---·· .... S?.~LL ......... . 

---·--

......... ~V\<i:V\(C~ == ........• ~. L~' t(~~~ ~=-~-~ 
--4~_l __ =rz~---~~~+-~:?.~-=-L.-.. ~~~~~~-.:t _ _b_~~-·--~-~--------·····--·-
. -~3~ · ·~···- ~ttilcn ·. ztefu:1+-·····.\Jd-rz kni?W ···· w h&Jc-

kr~'Oct J: .. wlu;~.=±£~_JJJLwL ... Ar Ve 5;;_~{,~+ 

\ eo S +:- ~'IA.&' n~ .-.: V-J.~ $0t "'~ f & \ 6rfn fi~,,,'11 

f\1~~5········-······-· ·····-··· 



A proposal to provide a more robust 
and reliable rail service, making living 
and working on Long Island easier. 

Have a comment. question or suggestion? Leave it here. We're listening! 

Name ffictUV~V1J~n 

(OPTIONAL) 

Email 

Phone 

Company 

Comment. Question. Suggestion. 

----rfle. \ifl-0~ V'lo +-ed. tJ. nJ. ~ &eltvt'1 t:..iv 







WPOA 
WESTERN GARDEN CITY PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION 

INC. 
P.O. Box 7976 www.gcwpoa.com 

Mr. Edward M. Dumas, 
VP, Market Development and Public Affairs 

MTA/LIRR MC 1131 
Jamaica Station 
Jamaica, New York 1143 

Re: LIRR Expansion Project - Third Track 

Dear Mr. Dumas: 

Garden City, NY 11530 

On behalf of the Western Property Owners Association (WPOA), I implore the Metropolitan Transportation Authority to 
reconsider the deadline for the Third Track DEIS comment period, which is currently January 31, 2017. In order to give 
affected residents and villages enough time to digest such a voluminous document and to properly formulate comments 
and queries, I sincerely request that you extend the comment period for consideration of the 1,000-page DEIS, by 
providing three additional months, closing comments on April 30. 

While I understand that you and the MTA wish to move full-throttle ahead with the third track project, you may be 
leaving behind at the station those good, taxpaying residents who will be directly affected by the project. 

The residents on the WPOA's northern border (adjacent to the New Hyde Park Road station), as well as residents that 
abut the right-of-way going east, and those who manage or visit the Garden City Bird Sanctuary south of the existing 
tracks at the Denton Avenue overpass, are highly impacted by this proposed project, especially in terms of noise, freight 
train traffic, possible release of pollutants, and loss of natural buffer. 

In addition, all residents of the Western Section of Garden City would be impacted by the alternate traffic flow on our 
northern-most streets following the completion of such project and by the possible increase of commercial traffic (large 
truck traffic) north/south on New Hyde Park Road, which is already burdened with heavy truck traffic and accidents, 
especially at the intersection of New Hyde Park Road and Stewart Avenue. 

The Western Garden City section has also experienced challenges from declared Superfund site remediation to our 
north, which the Village has been monitoring for years, including extensive years of aeration of our water supply. 

Please seriously consider giving resident taxpayers the opportunity to fulling review and comprehend the many aspects 
of the DEIS. I urge you to give us some additional time and move the close of the comment period to April 30, 2017. 

Sincerely, 

Vt(oa~ )dfctecrn.__~ 
Maureen Traxler Dellacona 
WPOA President 











Michael G. Murphy

15th Floor

477 Madison Avenue

New York, NY 10022-5802

Direct: (212) 702-5436

Fax:(212) 702-5450

February 14, 2017

Via FedEx and Email (info@amodernli.com)

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

Re: Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project: Floral Park to Hicksville -
Comments of the Villages of Floral Park, Garden City and New Hyde Park
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Dumas:

This firm represents the Incorporated Villages of Floral Park, Garden City and New Hyde
Park (collectively, the “Villages”) in relation to the proposed Long Island Rail Road Expansion
Project – Floral Park to Hicksville (“Project” or “Third Track Project”). The Metropolitan
Transit Authority (“MTA”)/Long Island Rail Road (“LIRR”) issued a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (“DEIS”) on November 28, 2016, and initially, despite the Project’s size and
complexity and the extensive holiday period, allowed only until January 31, 2017 for public
review and comment. The comment period was later extended by just two weeks, until
February 15, 2017. These comments, including the accompanying Report prepared by The
Vertex Companies, Inc., are being submitted on behalf of the Villages, but they are not intended
to supersede or displace other comments separately made or submitted by Village officials and
representatives.

The scope of the Project is vast, with Village residents and local businesses in the direct
firing line of its impacts. The Villages are gravely concerned over the inadequacy of the DEIS.
The deficiencies are so significant that it is impossible to assess whether the Project’s claimed
benefits outweigh its impacts. As has been previously indicated in the June 13, 2016 letter
commenting on the Draft Scoping Document and a follow-up letter dated August 4, 2016, to
LIRR President, Patrick Nowakowski, the Villages have not taken a firm position in
opposition to the Project but have been and remain very troubled over the manner in
which the Project’s environmental review under the State Environmental Quality Review
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Act (“SEQRA”) has proceeded. The June 13th and August 4th letters explained that
MTA/LIRR should not have even commenced the SEQRA process until the Project was better
defined, and that MTA/LIRR was not providing the most “impacted communities the ability to
meaningfully participate in the environmental review process, as is their right under SEQRA.”
See August 4th Letter at 2. (The June 13th and August 4 letters shall be deemed part of this
response and incorporated herein.) Ultimately, the Villages must protect the interests of their
residents and local businesses.

Unfortunately, the concerns that were raised earlier have been borne out. The DEIS –
while a lengthy document – is largely superficial. It provides some additional detail on the
Project. But it does not properly and concretely analyze impacts that will likely result from the
Project. The DEIS is neither data driven nor analytical. It should be both. In other instances,
the required analysis is either flawed or completely missing. These deficiencies are readily
apparent in a number of the DEIS Chapters, while identifying other deficiencies required the
expertise of Vertex, at great expense to the Villages. (The Villages recognize the support of
Supervisor Santino and the Town of Hempstead regarding the Villages’ concerns with respect to
this Project.)

The DEIS exposes a hasty rush to complete the environmental review process at all costs.
What the public is left with remains vague and largely conceptual in nature. When
environmental impacts are not actually identified and quantified, they cannot be adequately
analyzed, nor can specific mitigation measures be explored let alone pinpointed. The DEIS
instead merely promises that impacts will be figured out later as part of the “design build”
process, and “plans” that have yet to be prepared will be used to mitigate those as yet
unidentified impacts. The DEIS therefore reads more like an expanded scoping document than
an environmental impact statement. While SEQRA permits the preparation of a generic DEIS
where the analyses are more “conceptual in nature” (see SEQRA Handbook at 146), this DEIS
was not presented as a generic DEIS, nor would a generic DEIS be appropriate for this specific
Project.

The New York State Court of Appeals has explained: “[T]he primary purpose of SEQRA
‘is to inject environmental considerations directly into governmental decision making.’ . . . To
achieve these purposes and goals, SEQRA imposes procedural and substantive requirements
upon the agency charged with decision making in respect to proposed ‘actions’.” Weok
Broadcasting Corporation v. Planning Board of Town of Lloyd, 79 N.Y.2d 373, 380-81 (1992)
(citations omitted).

SEQRA imposes substantive requirements which include listing the various
types of information that must be included in the EIS, a description of the
proposed action with an assessment of its environmental impact and any
unavoidable adverse environmental effects (ECL 8–0109[2][a]–[c] ) and
mitigation measures proposed to minimize the environmental impact
(ECL 8–0109[2][f] ). Put differently, the agency must take a sufficiently
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“hard look” at the proposal before making its final determination and must set
forth a reasoned elaboration for its determination.

Id. at 381 (case citations omitted) (emphasis added). A conceptual overview does not constitute
a “hard look” at environmental impacts.

In addition to an inadequate analytical approach to assessing impacts and specifying
mitigation measures, the DEIS rests on foundational assumptions regarding the Project,
including its construction schedule: “this DEIS conservatively assumes that the Proposed
Project construction would take approximately four years, commencing in 2017 and completed
in 2021.” DEIS at 1-36 (emphasis added). The DEIS further assumes only six to nine months to
work on each grade crossing separation project.

However, neither a Schedule Basis Document nor Cost Estimate Basis was included in
the DEIS; therefore, no basis for these scheduling assumptions was presented or disclosed. Far
from being conservative, as discussed below, the Vertex Report shows these schedule
assumptions are grossly optimistic if not unrealistic. The DEIS therefore provides inaccurate
information to the public – particularly to those communities that will be most impacted by the
Project, and unnecessarily increases the prospect that a supplemental EIS will be required. See
Develop Don’t Destroy (Brooklyn), Inc., v. Empire State Development Corporation, 30 Misc. 3d
616 (Sup. Ct., New York County 2010) (agency failed to take requisite hard look at impacts of
delays in project construction under SEQRA; agency “had the responsibility to determine
whether the proposed schedule was reasonable for purposes of conducting the requisite
assessment of environmental impacts.”).

It should be noted that we requested a copy of the Schedule Basis Document and the Cost
Estimate Basis which are normally prepared for projects of this nature. Neither has been
provided. Instead a form letter, dated January 30, 2017 (attached to this submission), was
received directing this office to the “comprehensive Draft Environment Impact Statement.” This
indicates that neither document has been prepared.

The Vertex Report identifies numerous errors, deficiencies and omissions in the DEIS,
and explains:

LIRR has not provided the public with an appropriate level of detail to
understand the timing, magnitude, and duration of potential adverse impacts
resulting from the Proposed Project and the effectiveness of proposed
mitigation measures
…
In several instances, which are addressed further in VERTEX’s review of the
DEIS, the DEIS fails to provide “sufficient descriptions” of the proposed
actions and mitigation measures. Although the regulations clearly do not
require an overly technical or encyclopedic document, the details VERTEX
has identified as deficient in the DEIS would not rise to that level. Instead,
the missing information is considered basic and fundamental to understanding
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the “analyses of the impacts, alternatives, and mitigation” of the Proposed
Project.

Ultimately, the DEIS does not provide the public with all the information
needed to perform an informed evaluation of the potential impacts of the
Proposed Project.

Vertex Report at 3.

The Villages urge MTA/LIRR to use these comments (and those from other members of
the public) to prepare a corrected DEIS, and re-initiate a new public review and comment period.
With this in mind, the Villages offer the following specific comments:

Increasing Project Costs, Unknown Funding Sources and Avoidance of
Independent Environmental Review under NEPA

In May 2016, the reported cost of the Project was $1 billion.1 The DEIS, released in
November 2016, states that the estimated cost of the Project now is $2 billion. DEIS at 1-36. In
only six months, the estimated cost of the Project has doubled. As noted above, we have
requested a copy of the Cost Estimate Basis which typically is prepared for projects of this
nature, but it has not been provided. Therefore, there is no means by which to check how the
Project’s (growing) estimated cost has been determined, or whether it is credible.

The MTA does not have a good record on cost projections. In March 2013, the State
Comptroller’s Office issued a report on the MTA’s cost overruns on the East Side Access
(“ESA”) project. In 1999, MTA estimated the ESA project would cost $4.3 billion and be
completed in 2009. By the time the report was issued, the estimated cost had grown to $8.25
billion, with a completion date of 2019.2 Alarmingly, the report noted the following:

More than half of the $4.4 billion in cost overruns occurred after the MTA
entered into a full-funding agreement with the federal government in
2006, when engineering and design work was largely completed.
(emphasis added)

Since then, the ESA project’s cost has catapulted to $10.2 billion with a completion date of
2022.3

1 Newsday, Gov. Andrew Cuomo: LIRR third track meetings to be held, May 9, 2016 (“The project,
estimated by Cuomo's office to cost $1 billion . . .”).
2 New York State Comptroller’s Office, Report 12-2103: Metropolitan Transportation Authority: East
Side Access Cost Overruns, March 2013 (available at https://www.osc.state.ny.us/osdc/rpt12-2013.pdf).
3 Newsday, $10B East Side Access project falling further behind schedule, July 2, 2016.
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Because MTA/LIRR has chosen to pursue a “design-build” approach, engineering and
design work clearly is not “largely completed” for this Project; further calling into question the
credibility of the $2 billion estimated cost.

In the June 13, 2016 letter submitted on behalf of the Villages concerning the draft
Scoping Document, the specific issue of funding was raised. The means by which the Project
will be funded is not identified in the DEIS. The DEIS merely states that the Project will be
funded “from the MTA and other State sources.” DEIS at S-13. Thus, a basic question
regarding the Project remains unanswered.

The prudent and rational means by which these types of projects are vetted is being
skirted for the Third Track Project. The MTA already has an approved 5-year Capital Plan in
place for years 2015-2019. In October 2015, the MTA approved the 2015-2019 Capital Plan
setting forth capital projects for the MTA system for the five-year period, costing $29 billion.
By law, the plan then must be reviewed by the State Capital Program Review Board. The CPRB
approved the MTA 2015-2019 Capital Plan on May 23, 2016, after the Third Track Project had
been announced.4 Yet, there is not even a passing reference to the Third Track Project in the
Capital Plan. The DEIS even acknowledges, without justification or explanation, that the Third
Track Project is proceeding outside of the Capital Plan process.5 DEIS at 1-14 to 1-15.

The New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (“NYMTC”), in which MTA is an
active participant, undertakes transportation planning for the New York metropolitan area
(consistent with federal requirements). The NYMTC is the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(“MPO”), as designated by the Governor, responsible for the development of the Regional
Transportation Plan for this region. The NYMTC plays a key role in securing federal funding
support for capital projects like the Third Track Project. NYMTC issued Plan 2040: A Shared

4 Available at http://web.mta.info/capital/pdf/MTA_15-19_Capital_Plan_Board_WEB_Approved_v2.pdf.
5 The DEIS’s reference to the MTA’s Twenty Year Capital Needs Plan Assessment 2015-2034 (“MTA
2015-2034 Plan Assessment”) is misleading. See DEIS at 1-16. In that assessment, the MTA lists the
LIRR improvements that were being contemplated (p. 24-25):

Long Island Rail Road’s Strategic Improvements represent core program investments
to increase railroad capacity. For instance, as the LIRR modernizes the aging signal
system in Jamaica, it is reconfiguring the existing track layout, which has not
changed significantly since the complex opened in 1913, to allow for increased
throughput. Other strategic corridor investments in LIRR’s program include:
expanding Main Line track capacity, including a complete double track between
Farmingdale and Ronkonkoma, constructing the Republic Hub Intermodal
Station, enhancing/establishing “Scoot” Services on diesel branches (Oyster Bay
and East of Ronkonkoma), and building additional electric train storage
capacity on multiple branches in Suffolk County. (emphasis added)

(available at http://web.mta.info/mta/capital/pdf/TYN2015-2034.pdf). The proposed third track is not
mentioned at all, only vague references to additional track capacity without any specification. See also
MTA 2015-2034 Plan Assessment at 59 (same).
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Vision for Sustainable Growth in September 2013, which lays out a “25-year, long-term plan for
investing and building sustainable growth in our region and transportation network.” The Third
Track Project is not included in Plan 2040.6 Thus, the appropriate vehicle through which
federal funding might be sought, has been spurned, with no stated reason.

It is clear that if federal funding was sought, a rigorous environmental review under the
National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) would be required. We previously explained in
the June 13, 2016 letter commenting on the draft Scoping Document that the 2005 third track
proposal was subject to environmental review under NEPA, with the Federal Transit Authority
(“FTA”) acting as the Lead Agency. The DEIS’s vague promise that funding would come from
“the MTA and other State sources” leads one to an inescapable conclusion that MTA/LIRR is, at
all costs, seeking to avoid a NEPA review overseen by an independent federal agency.

Federal funding is there to be sought. The FTA is currently overseeing a number of
grant/funding opportunities that could be pursued to help offset the cost of this Project.7 And the
new Administration has specifically recognized the need to “rebuild our roads, schools, bridges
and public infrastructure” and stated that federal revenues from energy production would be
available to meet that need.8 By foreclosing these federal funding opportunities, MTA/LIRR is
unnecessarily placing the entire burden of the growing cost of this Project on New York
taxpayers and LIRR commuters.

6 Available at https://www.nymtc.org/Required-Planning-Products/Regional-Transportation-Plan-
RTP/RTP-2040.
7 See e.g., https://www.transit.dot.gov/grants.
8 See https://www.whitehouse.gov/america-first-energy. The opportunity to secure federal funding
support is tangible:

President-elect Donald Trump's New York roots, role as a builder and promise to
spend big money on transportation projects could bode well for the region's
commuters, including LIRR riders, experts said.
…
On Tuesday, Trump named Elaine Chao, a former labor secretary, to the post. Chao,
in turn, will fill key posts in the Federal Transportation Administration and Federal
Railroad Administration - agencies that regulate transportation providers, including
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, LIRR and public bus systems in Nassau
and Suffolk.
They also provide low-interest federal loans and grant funding for a range of projects,
from the MTA’s $1 billion positive train control effort on the LIRR and Metro-North,
to massive construction efforts such as the East Side Access to bring the LIRR to
Grand Central Terminal, emergency repairs after natural disasters, and routine station
rehabilitation and train car purchases.

Newsday, Experts: Trump's roots, background may be boon for MTA, LIRR 182-year-old railroad likened
to 'Third World' system in campaign President-elect understands value of mass transit, some say,
December 4, 2016.
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If the opportunity to secure federal funding has been snubbed at the expense of taxpayers
and commuters simply because MTA/LIRR wants to avoid a rigorous, independent
environmental review of this Project under NEPA, then the integrity of the entire process is
suspect.

Many Important Project Details Either Are Still Unknown or Reveal
Suboptimal Design Features That Could Result in Permanent Adverse Impacts

Vertex has undertaken an extensive review of Project design features within the three
Villages, as reflected in its Report. A number of worrying aspects are revealed that call into
question certain Project component feasibility, implement-ability and schedule assumptions:

 At the Covert Avenue, South 12th Street and New Hyde Park Road grade crossing
separation locations the following problems are identified:

o Each location presents constraints or severe constraints that are ignored
in the DEIS.

o Proposed travel lanes are too narrow, compounded by the fact that
shoulders will not be provided — i.e., retaining walls will be directly
adjacent to these narrow traffic lanes.

o Side-walks will be as narrow as 5 feet in many locations, which is not
optimal.

o Guardrails and handrails are required for safety but none are provided for
in the Project design plans, and it is not even clear how they can be
incorporated without further constraining traffic lanes and/or sidewalks.

o Major utility relocation will be required but no details are provided as to
how that will be, or feasibly can be, accomplished.

o Major new stormwater drainage and recharge systems will have to be
installed, but the DEIS does not explain how these systems can be installed
in these constrained areas while also relocating numerous utility lines.

 New bridge installations will be required at Tyson Avenue, Plainfield Avenue,
Denton Avenue and Nassau Boulevard.

o While the Project design relies on prefabricated components, many
design elements relevant to the site work are still unknown.

 Foundations for retaining walls and noise attenuation walls are likely to need to
encroach onto adjacent property, which is not acknowledged in the DEIS.

 Staging areas outside the Project work area will cause impacts in the three
Villages that are not assessed.

As more is known about the Project (and much is still unknown), concerns over
the impacts of the Project become greater. The brunt of the Project’s impacts will be
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felt by the residents and businesses in the three Villages. Yet, basic questions remain
regarding the Project’s details and feasibility.

MTA/LIRR’s Project Schedule Assumptions are Wildly Optimistic and
Therefore Grossly Underestimate Impacts to Local Communities

MTA/LIRR asserts that the Project “conservatively” will take about four years to
complete, will be completed in phases and will take six to nine months to complete each grade
crossing separation project. The Vertex Report shows that, if anything, the scheduling
assumptions have no basis in fact and could be wildly optimistic. This means that residents and
business owners within the Villages of Floral Park, Garden City and New Hyde Park are likely to
experience the hardship of the Project’s construction impacts for far longer than presented in the
DEIS. The failure to develop and consider important Project details described in the prior
section further undermines MTA/LIRR’s claim that its construction schedule is “conservative.”

Vertex undertook to see if the Project schedule presented in the DEIS had a credible
basis:

VERTEX evaluated the reasonableness of the proposed construction schedule
and overall estimated project duration based on the information provided in
the DEIS. VERTEX’s review involved assessing whether a schedule basis
memorandum, preliminary cost estimate, and a complete listing of the
estimated physical work quantities (i.e., preliminary quantity takeoffs) were
provided in the DEIS.

VERTEX conducted a preliminary schedule constructability analysis of the
Proposed Project to evaluate the reasonableness of the project plan from a
construction management perspective. VERTEX performed this analysis
based on the information available and based on a review of reasonably
comparable benchmark projects. This review involved an assessment of the
proposed construction schedule and overall estimated project duration, and an
evaluation of the duration estimates for different stages of work. VERTEX
then identified the areas of concern and shortcomings of the proposed
construction schedule from a planning and scheduling perspective.

Vertex Report at 25.

As the Vertex Report shows, use of a Schedule Basis Document/Memorandum and Cost
Estimate Basis follows recognized engineering protocols and standards. They are typically
prepared for projects of this nature to develop and test underlying assumptions on schedule, cost,
etc. As noted earlier, it is very likely neither document has been prepared. As Vertex explains,
in the absence of this type of information, the Project schedule presented in the DEIS has no
basis and cannot be verified.

Vertex explains that:
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 No basis for the stated schedules is provided in the DEIS.

 No schedule information is provided for certain components of the Project.

 Important contingencies are not factored into the Project schedule.

On the issue of the importance of factoring in credible contingency estimates, the Vertex
Report walks through implementation and scheduling complications that could happen for
several Project components within the three Villages (e.g., Covert Avenue grade crossing and
Denton Avenue Bridge). In each instance, MTA/LIRR offers a range of timeframes for the work
but instead of using longer “conservative” timeframes for the overall schedule – as would be
typical – MTA/LIRR insists on using shorter timeframes, even though there is no basis to
conclude they are reasonable.9

This approach casts aside sound engineering principles of building contingency into a
Project’s design and schedule and using reasonable, conservative time periods, instead of
optimistic and unrealistic periods. These sound engineering principles are ignored in order to
convince the public that impacts will not be significant. This is a grave deficiency, and yet does
not even account for the fact that no schedule information is provided or disclosed for some
Project components.

The end result is a presentation of construction impacts and duration that is inaccurate
and deceptive. More importantly, it is unfair to people living and working in the impacted
communities. Residents and local business owners and employees expecting disruptive impacts
for six to nine months could end up experiencing years of impacts.

Vertex concludes the following:

The reasonableness of the proposed construction schedule and overall
estimated project duration cannot properly be evaluated until these
shortcomings are remedied.
…
Because the Villages will experience a wide array of impacts such as noise
and traffic impacts during the construction of the Proposed Project,
understanding the duration of these impacts is critical to determining
incremental impacts on the affected communities. Because the DEIS does
not demonstrate that the schedule was developed using standard
scheduling techniques and practices appropriate for a project that is at
the preliminary design stage, the schedule presented in the DEIS cannot
be viewed as reliable. For this reason, the DEIS does not adequately identify

9 To the contrary, because many details concerning the Project’s implementability and constructability are
unknown, it is patently unreasonable to use these shorter timeframes and then claim that the DEIS
presents a “conservative” schedule.
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the duration of the construction impacts to be experienced by the Villages.
(emphasis added)

Vertex Report at 26, 30.

The Discussion of Project Need Is Misleading, and Shows Less Intrusive
Alternatives Are Available

MTA/LIRR’s articulation of the purpose and need for the Project has evolved since the
issuance of the draft Scoping Document. Now, much greater emphasis is placed on the need for
a third track to deal with “congestion” due to equipment failure and accidents. The analysis is
flawed. Contrary to providing support for the need for a third track on the Main Line, the data
reveals a failure on the part of the LIRR to adequately inspect and maintain its equipment and
existing infrastructure, and to properly explore less intrusive alternatives to relieve congestion
due to such events.

LIRR Should First Explore Improvements in Its Inspection and Maintenance
Program

Subchapter 1(C) of the DEIS describes the delayed or cancelled trains that resulted from
3,538 “Main Line Events” that occurred over a 44-month period. The DEIS suggests that there
would have been fewer delayed or cancelled trains if there were a third track along the 9.8-mile
stretch from Floral Park to Hicksville. However, the DEIS lacks any data to explain how many
of the delays and cancellations would have been prevented if a third track existed as envisioned
in the Project. Further, the DEIS fails to explain the improvement in reliability the LIRR system
overall will realize by completing this Project relative to other capital projects, or compared to
other alternatives.

In reviewing the data provided in the DEIS, it is apparent that many of the Main Line
events would have caused system wide problems even if there was a third track.10 This is not
acknowledged in the DEIS, as it should be. The following are examples of events that would
have impacted the LIRR Main Line regardless of the number of tracks.

 Bridge Strike
 High Water
 Gate Failures
 Pedestrian struck by train
 Plane down on the tracks
 Freight Derailment
 Multiple Track Circuit Failure

10 The train derailment incident at Jamaica Station on February 8, 2017 is illustrative. Despite the fact
that there are a multitude of tracks at this LIRR hub, the derailment caused widespread train cancelations
and delays. See Newsday, LIRR: Service close to schedule after derailment, delays, February 8, 2017.
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 Motor Vehicle on tracks

In addition, most of the “Main Line Events” that resulted in train delays and cancellations
are the result of LIRR equipment and rail infrastructure failures. There were multiple
occurrences of these preventable events that contributed to LIRR’s poor reliability. They include
the following:

 Cracked bar at interlocking
 Track circuit failure
 Broken rail
 Track defect
 Train equipment failure
 Defective insulation
 Gate out of service

Based on LIRR’s data, these incidents caused 61 (55%) of the events and resulted in 1,932 (55%)
delayed trains.

The focus of the LIRR to improve congestion on the Main Line should be on addressing
the root cause of these preventable events by improving inspection, maintenance, and, where
appropriate, replacement of equipment and infrastructure. The DEIS does not assess whether
these events could be avoided or greatly reduced through a more robust and effective inspection,
maintenance and replacement program, or whether such a program could be implemented at less
cost.

Further, to sufficiently describe the Project’s Purpose and Need, MTA/LIRR must
explain the degree to which the Project will actually improve the LIRR system. A thorough
analysis also should explain how other planned projects will improve LIRR system reliability
and provide the estimated costs of those projects. Only then, can the marginal and incremental
reliability gains of this Project be understood and properly compared its cost and impact.

The “need” for the Project is glaringly absent in other MTA plans:
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According to the MTA itself, it is “through the 2015 – 2019 Capital Plan” that MTA
establishes its priorities to address the “safety, reliability, and quality” of existing service.11 It
includes specific measures and projects to address these issues on the LIRR system at a cost of
$2.8 billion. But it does not include this Third Track Project.

This begs the question: If this Project was so vital to improving LIRR system reliability,
why was it not included in the current Capital Plan? The DEIS cites train delays from 2013 –
2016, yet LIRR decided not to include the Project in its list of priorities for capital project
planning purposes. Its omission supports the fact that the Third Track Project is not the
transportation reliability imperative that MTA/LIRR tries to convey.

MTA/LIRR Should Complete Other Planned Projects Before Assuming the
Need For the Third Track

Similar to the Scoping Document, the DEIS lists other transportation projects and plans
that MTA/LIRR is pursuing separate from the proposed Project:

 East Side Access
 Double Track Project from Farmingdale to Ronkonkoma
 Jamaica Capacity Improvements Project, which streamlines the Jamaica track

layout, while upgrading and modernizing the switch and signal system, (including
installation of higher-speed switches)

 Expansion of Ronkonkoma storage yard
 The addition of pocket tracks along the Port Washington and Babylon Branches
 Huntington/Port Jefferson Branch yard site selection, preliminary design and

environmental review
 Hicksville Station and North Track Siding Improvements

As noted in the comments to the draft Scoping Document, serious questions are raised as
to whether some of these projects should be segmented from the proposed Project in terms of
conducting an adequate environmental review under SEQRA. MTA/LIRR claims that these are
discrete projects but it is clear the projects are interrelated and rely on each other. The asserted
“need” for the Project has been contradicted by prior statements by LIRR President Pat
Nowakowski, who touted projects listed above, as well as the grade crossings elimination, to
achieve safety and reliability goals. Given this, the need for a third track along the Main Line
would be obviated, yet, MTA/LIRR has never squarely addressed this issue. The Villages have
raised this issue numerous times, yet the DEIS fails to assess these projects as meaningful
alternatives to the proposed Project.

11 MTA 2015-2019 Capital Plan at 5 (available at http://web.mta.info/capital/pdf/MTA_15-
19_Capital_Plan_Board_WEB_Approved_v2.pdf).
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The Population Growth Assumptions in the DEIS Are Demonstrably
Incorrect

A key ingredient of the stated “need” for the Project is the claimed growth in population
(and resulting growth in ridership) in Nassau and Suffolk Counties. The DEIS states (at p. 1-10
to 1-12):

According to the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC),
the population on Long Island (Nassau County and Suffolk County) is
expected to grow from approximately 2,856,200 people in 2015 to 2,868,500
by 2020 and 3,195,800 by 2040, an ultimate population increase of nearly 12
percent. NYMTC’s data supports LIRR’s general projections of increased
ridership.

A projected growth in population of 12% is not credible. The New York State Department of
Labor (“NYSDOL”) provides population data and analysis sourced to Cornell University. The
data shows that Nassau County’s population growth is flat, and has been for some time, and
Suffolk County’s population rate of growth has slowed significantly.

NYSDOL/Cornell University’s projections show that between now and 2040 Nassau
County’s population will decline, while there may be some modest increase in Suffolk County’s
population. On Long Island as a whole, the projections show no growth in population at all
between 2015-2040 (2015: 2,842,632 vs. 2040: 2,800,465).12 Thus, Long Island’s population
change over that 25 year period is projected to be flat, not a 12% increase. The NYMTC data
overestimates Long Island’s 2040 population by over ½ million people (3,313,200 vs.
2,800,654).13 Thus, a foundational basis for the need for the Project based on growth in ridership
is nonexistent.

The Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Is Deficient and Flawed

Impacts to Homeowners in Floral Park, New Hyde Park and Garden City
And Related Socioeconomic Impacts Due to Diminution in Property Values
Are Ignored

Despite a request from the Villages, the DEIS fails to address socioeconomic impacts
associated with diminution in residential property values. In their June 13, 2016 comment letter
on the draft Scoping Document, the Villages requested that the final Scoping Document include
a requirement to prepare a residential property value impact analysis since such homes could be
adversely impacted by the proximity and encroachment of Project infrastructure. MTA/LIRR
refused, stating: “It should be noted that evaluation of purely economic impacts, including

12 See https://www.labor.ny.gov/stats/nys/statewide-population-data.shtm, and
https://pad.human.cornell.edu/counties/projections.cfm
13 See https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/RTP/Plan%202040%20Main%20Document.pdf (at p. 2-10).
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changes in property values allegedly caused by the Proposed Project, are beyond the scope of
SEQRA.” Final Scoping Document at B-18.

MTA/LIRR took an inappropriately narrow view of such a study. Such a study fits well
within the scope of socioeconomic impacts required to be addressed under SEQRA. For
example, LIRR went to great lengths to tout the potential economic benefits of the Third Track
Project, and looked to assess the real estate tax impacts of the loss of several commercial
enterprises along the Main Line. This included impacts to the local tax base due to the loss of
commercial properties. A diminution in property values assessment for residences is no different
and should have been included. If property values of residences along the Main Line, a
particular concern in the Villages, decline, then not only will the owners be personally impacted
but Villages’ tax bases, municipal services and school taxes also would be adversely impacted.
Such a study is clearly relevant and should have been included in the DEIS, as was requested.

Contrary to the DEIS, the Impact of the Loss of Commercial Properties to
the New Hyde Park Tax Base is Not Insignificant

Chapter 3 of the DEIS addresses certain socioeconomic impacts, including tax base
impacts associated with the permanent “taking” of commercial properties. The DEIS claims:

Acquisition of these properties is not expected to result in any significant
adverse impacts to the community character of the study areas.
…
In total, the project would result in a total estimated tax loss of approximately
$412,390. Approximately $387,064 in property tax revenues would be lost by
the County, towns and villages, and affected school districts. Approximately
$25,326 in property tax revenues would be lost by various special districts
serving the Study Area.

DEIS at 3-17, 3-19. All taxing jurisdictions would be adversely impacted; however, New Hyde
Park would experience the worst impacts, suffering a decline in projected tax revenue of nearly
½ percent. Contrary to being “insignificant,” this represents 25% of the maximum 2% property
tax cap imposed by New York State.14

The DEIS repeats a statement that MTA/LIRR made in the Scoping Document that
relocation assistance would be provided to impacted commercial businesses, “with priority given
to relocation within the same hamlet or village where the displaced business.” DEIS at 3-1.
However, MTA/LIRR ignored a specific request by the Villages that would have provided
meaningful reassurance to impacted communities that this commitment was achievable. In their
June 13th letter, the Villages requested:

14 We understand that, over the last several years the actual cap has been less than 2%; thus, the impact could be
even greater than 25%.
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[T]he draft scope should be amended to require a real estate analysis to assess
the availability of commercial properties within each impacted
community. The analysis should assess the suitability of these available
properties for relocation of the affected businesses, including factors such as
square footage and utility needs, and real estate tax burden. The importance
of this analysis is self-evident. It will determine whether relocation within the
same community is feasible, and therefore whether there will be an impact to
local employment and the local tax base. (emphasis added)

This reasonable request was ignored. Thus, MTA/LIRR’s commitment is meaningless.

As a result, the assessment of socioeconomic impacts is deficient as it fails to assess
issues of core importance to the communities most impacted by this Project.

Impacts to Local Business Districts are Ignored

The DEIS pays little attention to impacts to local business districts within the three
Villages during construction. Impacts are described as temporary and insignificant, premised in
part on MTA/LIRR’s unrealistic construction schedule. A local small business may be able to
survive several months of nearby disruptive construction, but prolonged construction could drive
it out of business. Owners of that business are impacted directly, but secondary adverse impacts
are experienced by the community as a whole.

Impacts to New Hyde Park businesses will be particularly severe. 2nd Avenue in New
Hyde Park runs directly adjacent to the north side of the Main Line and intersects with no less
than three grade crossings that are slated for construction: New Hyde Park Road, South 12th

Street and Covert Avenue. In addition, unlike some other locations, no existing third track
infrastructure exists along this stretch of the LIRR ROW. Thus, this area will experience
extensive and prolonged construction that will directly impact local businesses on 2nd Avenue
and other businesses and residents nearby.
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Aerial views [©2017 Google] looking east along the 2nd Avenue in New Hyde Park between
Covert Avenue and New Hyde Park Road

The area is already severely constrained, with narrow road infrastructure and minimal parking.
The Vertex Report explains how the preliminary Project design confirms the extreme constraints
the construction effort faces (Covert Avenue, South 12th Street and New Hyde Park Road), and
how complex utility relocation and drainage infrastructure installation have been either
superficially addressed or not addressed in the DEIS. The DEIS’s lack of specifics on how
construction in this area will (or can) actually proceed means impacts experienced in this area are
not adequately assessed, and that local businesses are likely to face far worse disruptions than
acknowledged in the DEIS. The 2nd Avenue business community will be hit particularly hard by
this Project, but other businesses in the three Villages that are proximate to the Project will suffer
too.

Impacts to 2nd Avenue businesses will not end when construction is complete. Vertex
reports that the New Hyde Park Road grade separation (regardless of which operation is selected)
“will permanently cut off direct access from 2nd Avenue to New Hyde Park Road.” Traffic flow
along 2nd Avenue is already difficult enough. Permanently cutting off access to New Hyde Park
Road will greatly exacerbate the problems. MTA/LIRR’s insistence on pursuing this Project
with reckless abandon and insufficient forethought will permanently impact this area.

Visual Impacts Are Not Assessed in Compliance with SEQRA: The DEIS
Fails to Address Adverse Impacts That Will be Experienced By Residents
Proximate to the LIRR ROW

Chapter 5 of the DEIS is a notable example of the approach taken by MTA/LIRR to
present the impression of an adequate impact analysis but in fact falls well short of SEQRA’s
requirements. There is one very important general deficiency in the DEIS, and there are also
several specific deficiencies of concern to the Villages.

The final Scoping Document and DEIS stated that the Project’s visual impacts would be
analyzed in accordance with NYSDEC’s Program Policy, Assessing and Mitigating Visual
Impacts, (DEP-00-2). The policy, which primarily is geared towards visual impact assessments
conducted by NYSDEC personnel, explains:
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In the review of an application for a permit, Department staff must evaluate
the potential for adverse visual and aesthetic impacts on receptors outside
of the facility or property. When a facility is potentially within the viewshed
of a designated aesthetic resource, the Department will require a visual
assessment, and in the case where significant impacts are identified, require
the applicant to employ reasonable and necessary measures to either
eliminate, mitigate or compensate for adverse aesthetic effects. (emphases
added)15

With one notable exception, the 33-page Chapter (with additional pages devoted to
photographs) presents an adequate overview of the existing visual context of the Project study
area. However, once baseline conditions are presented, the assessment of future visual impacts
is so superficial as to be non-existent. Not a single photo-simulation is included in the DEIS
showing future conditions from identified sensitive receptor locations proximate to the Project.
The DEIS asserts that impacts will not be significant, but does not offer any analysis or
evidence to support this claim.

The NYSDEC Policy explains that: “The goal of visual assessment is to reveal impacts
and effective mitigation strategies. Small scale, low budget projects should not be burdened with
the costs of sophisticated visual analyses.” This Project, costing at least $2 billion, is not a “low
budget” undertaking that could justify the total lack of sophistication in the visual impacts
analysis in the DEIS.

On a specific issue, the DEIS fails to address impacts to residents living along the Main
Line. Residents living adjacent to the Main Line are the most vulnerable receptors in terms of
visual impacts within the entire Project study area, yet their concerns are completely ignored in
the DEIS. MTA/LIRR cannot hide behind the NYSDEC Policy to excuse this omission, as it
cautions: “There is nothing in this program policy that eliminates or reduces the
responsibility of an applicant to local agencies to address local visual or aesthetic
concerns.”

Vertex confirms several design features associated with the Project that are glossed over
in the DEIS. Vertex identified locations within the three Villages (1) where increased elevations
in track infrastructure, and (2) where retaining walls are proposed.

Elevation

 The proposed track from Tyson Ave to Sycamore Ave will be 2.5 feet
above the current track elevation.

 The proposed track from 4th Street to 10th Street will be 5 feet above
the current track elevation. It appears that this elevation increase is
part of the grade separation proposed at Covert Avenue.

15 http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/visual2000.pdf.
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Retaining Walls

 There are retaining/attenuation walls proposed nearly continuously on the
southern right-of-way line from Plainfield Avenue to Denton Avenue.

 There is conflicting information as to whether MTA/LIRR will install
retaining/noise attenuation walls in the northern side of the ROW.16

Vertex Report at Attachment E.

** Aerial view [©2017 Google]
looking east along the Main Line in
Floral Park, shows homes adjacent
to tracks. The DEIS includes no

photographs of existing conditions
or photo-simulations of future

conditions from any of the
backyards of these homes.

The DEIS acknowledges that thick vegetation existing along the Main Line ROW will be
removed to accommodate the third track and retaining walls. Yet, despite the multitude of
photographs in Chapter 5, the DEIS fails to include a single photograph from any homeowner’s
back yard.

16 Floral Park residences are extremely proximate to the track on the north side of the ROW, and now they
face the prospect of elevated track infrastructure at the edge of their in their back yards.
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** Aerial views [©2017 Google] looking east along the Main Line in Garden City, shows
homes proximate and adjacent to tracks. The DEIS includes no photographs of existing
conditions or photo-simulations of future conditions from any of the yards of these homes.

The DEIS also fails to address what future visual conditions will be at these locations.
Nor are there any photo-simulations of future conditions at these residences. Homeowners in all
three Villages are impacted. The vegetation that currently exists along the Main Line presents a
completely different visual profile for residents than large nearly continuous walls that
MTA/LIRR proposes to install. This is true even for residents separated from the Project by a
local street.17

None of these changes, let alone their impacts to residents, are assessed in the DEIS. To
the contrary, the DEIS cynically relies on residential homes next to the tracks to claim that the
Project will be screened from other more distant visual receptor sites. DEIS at 5-4 (Floral Park –
John Lewis Child School views: “Residences along Charles Street, abutting the northerly side of
the Project Corridor, screen views of the railroad infrastructure.”).

The DEIS fails to address in any respect, whether by presentation of visual material or
any narrative, the visual impact of any changes to the Merillon Train Station within Garden City,
including the incorporation into a new station of any overpass structures. Further, the DEIS fails
to include any detailed information regarding whether the plan includes the planting or
replacement of trees and other vegetation to lessen the impact of any new Merillon station and

17 The 2 ½-foot increase in elevation also will extend along most of the boundary with the Floral Park
Recreational Park, and the retaining walls will extend along its entire length.



February 14, 2017
Page 20

the removal of trees and vegetation which currently exists along Main Avenue in Garden City.
Although there is no information in the DEIS regarding any new station at Merillon Avenue in
Garden City, any such consideration of a new station should include an analysis of a station with
as little impact as possible, including utilizing an underground passage instead of an over pass
for foot traffic. Appropriate alternatives to improving foot traffic to each side of the tracks,
including changes to accommodate those with disabilities, should be based on the least obtrusive
visual impact. None of these issues are addressed in the DEIS.

The DEIS’s assessment of visual impacts is wholly deficient, and must be redone.

The DEIS Fails to Adequately Address Drainage Impacts to Residences
and Other Properties Adjacent to the Main Line Where the LIRR ROW
Will be Elevated and Retaining Walls Will be Installed

Chapter 9 in the DEIS (at p.9-11) vaguely states that in areas where the track
improvements would cause additional runoff to flow onto adjacent properties MTA/LIRR would
construct a system of drainage ditches and drains to capture these flows before they leave the
LIRR ROW. No details or layout for these improvements are included in the DEIS. Thus, there
is no confirmation whether the design features required for this drainage can readily be
accommodated.

No discussion or information is provided relating to how MTA/LIRR intends to deal with
historic drainage from adjacent properties such as residences next to the ROW where retaining
walls are proposed to be installed. MTA/LIRR doesn’t even acknowledge the possibility that the
installation of these walls and placement of their foundations could make adjacent properties
more prone to flooding.

Also, at locations where retaining and noise attention walls are installed, in some
instances on both sides along the same stretch of track, the DEIS is silent on how snow will be
safely and effectively removed without disruption in service when conditions are too cold for the
ROW drainage system to function.

The DEIS Does Not Explain How Retaining Walls Can be Installed on the
Edge of the LIRR ROW Without Encroaching Onto Adjacent Properties

From the outset, the MTA/LIRR has gone to great lengths to claim that no residential
property is required to be taken to accommodate the proposed Project. However, most of the
retaining walls proposed within the three Villages will be installed right at the LIRR ROW
boundary. The DEIS does not explain how such structures can be safely constructed without
intruding onto private residential property with physical foundational support. (Vertex has
confirmed that it was unable to locate such details in the DEIS.) Therefore, it appears highly
likely that construction of the walls necessarily will dictate at least short term taking/use of
private property. Yet, this is not acknowledged in the DEIS.
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The Analysis of Freight Impacts is Misleading and Deficient

In their June 13, 2016 letter on the Draft Scoping Document, the Villages raised specific
concerns about the freight operations on the Main Line, including concerns that the Project (i.e.,
the removal of grade crossings, operational flexibility, etc.) could positively enhance the
economic profile of freight service on Long Island and induce an increase of freight traffic along
the Main Line. Two sections of the DEIS address freight traffic.

First, Section 8(D) addresses transportation of hazardous materials by freight trains, and
asserts that such operations are “subject to strict federal, state, and local safety regulations that
cover both operating conditions and the methods of handling of cargo; this holds particularly true
for the transportation of hazardous materials by rail. Like all rail carriers in the United States,
NY&A is subject to the regulatory requirements imposed by the Federal Railway Administration
(FRA), including rules specifically relating to the handling of hazardous materials.” DEIS at 8-
7. Not discussed is the extent to which the Federal Surface Transportation Board’s exclusive
jurisdiction over rail operations under the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act of
1995 (“ICCTA”) may preempt or limit the application of such state and local laws. The ICCTA
preempts state and local regulation, i.e., “those state laws that may reasonably be said to have the
effect of “managing’ or ‘governing’ rail transportation.”18

Second, Section 10(C) offers a summary of rail/freight operations, including the status of
an agreement with the New York & Atlantic Railway (“NY&A”) to conduct freight operations
on the LIRR system. The DEIS claims that freight operations along the Main Line have dropped
from five to three daily freight round trips since 2009. The DEIS then asserts that increased
freight impacts are not expected under the ‘no-build’ or ‘build’ conditions. DEIS at 10-12.

Even though MTA/LIRR wishes to downplay the issue of freight operations along the
Main Line, the DEIS confirms that the new improvements will be constructed to meet freight
design standards. Vertex confirms that, according to Appendix 1-A of the DEIS, E80 Loading
Standard is being used for the design of the rail infrastructure for the Project. This standard
will accommodate all forms of freight rail. Moreover, the Project’s design criteria confirm
(DEIS, Appendix 1-A):

 20 feet, 9 inches is the absolute minimum that will be allowed vertical clearances.

 22 feet is the stated desirable vertical clearance.

Vertex further confirms that 18.5 to 20 feet is the height range for three different
configurations of double-stack rail cars specified by CSX Corporation which is one of the

18 Norfolk Southern Railway Company v. City of Alexandria, 608 F.3d 150, 157158 (4th Cir. 2010) (city
ordinance regulating the transportation of bulk materials preempted by ICCTA).
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primary freight rail companies serving the New York City metro area.19 The Project will
provide clearance comfortably meeting requirements for double-stacked rail cars, which is
economically desirable for freight operators and customers. Based on Vertex’s review of the
design plans provided in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS, the current bridge clearance for the LIRR
line that is the subject of the proposed Project presently meets the criteria allowing shipment of
double-stack rail cars. See Vertex Report at Attachment E. None of this information is analyzed
or discussed in the DEIS in relation to projected freight operations along the Main Line.

A significant amount of relevant information is omitted that calls the DEIS’s conclusions
on freight into question. The DEIS fails to disclose that the LIRR, only a few months ago
renewed its freight agreement with the NY&A, despite serious concerns over its safety record.
This included “three derailments on the LIRR’s tracks within about 16 months and a 2015 train
crash in which an uncertified locomotive engineer fled the scene.”20 MTA President Thomas
Prendergast claimed that the renewal occurred “before the Federal Railroad Administration
‘issued a report highlighting a number of serious safety concerns.’” However, all of these
incidents would have been known to MTA/LIRR without the benefit of the federal agency’s
report. There also have been reports of complaints of freight trains carrying solid waste and
construction and demolition debris on the LIRR system.21

The DEIS does not discuss the pending application to develop a transfer station in
Holbrook that would transfer solid waste from trucks to rail cars for transportation to Virginia.
Up to 900 tons of solid waste per day would be handled.22 The route of those rail operations
would be along the Main Line. The application for the transfer station was deemed complete
before the DEIS for this Project was issued, which calls into question the level of diligence
actually undertaken by the MTA/LIRR and the credibility of the freight discussion in the DEIS.

Neither does the DEIS disclose or assess a number of pertinent reports prepared by or on
behalf of state agencies. In 2011, the New York State Department of Transportation (“DOT”)
issued a report prepared by the CUNY Institute for Urban Systems: University Transportation
Research Center in response to the Governor’s directive to conduct an extensive analysis of the
feasibility of a truck/rail facility on Long Island. The report included the following conclusions:

19 Note that DEIS Appendix A-1 states that the NYS Department of Transportation approved a clearance for the
Ellison Avenue Bridge replacement of 20 feet 8 inches and also states a clearance of 22 feet, can be “acquired by
future lowering of roadway.”
20 NEWSDAY: LIRR renews freight deal with firm chided in safety review, October 24, 2016 (available
at http://www.newsday.com/long-island/lirr-renews-deal-with-freight-firm-rebuked-in-safety-review-
1.12500968)
21 QNS.com: Loud & smelly freight trains are making life unbearable for some Middle Village residents,
June 14, 2016 (available at http://qns.com/story/2016/06/14/loud-smelly-freight-trains-are-making-life-
unbearable-for-some-middle-village-residents/).
22 NEWSDAY: Hundreds pack hearing on solid waste transfer station in Holbrook, February 1, 2017
(available at http://www.newsday.com/long-island/suffolk/hundreds-pack-hearing-on-solid-waste-
transfer-station-in-holbrook-1.13051995)
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 “The research showed that there is a demand for increased freight delivery on Long
Island … and such increased delivery could reduce the number of trucks currently
required to deliver freight to area businesses and industrial parks. Increased rail-freight
deliveries would, in all likelihood, reduce the costs of these local freight deliveries.
Industry experts consulted for this study agree that there is a likely market for delivery of
freight by rail to Nassau and Suffolk Counties, but that the demand for bulk freight yards
may be more immediate than is the demand for container yards and that the demand for
containerized rail freight would be significantly increased if a cross-harbor tunnel were
built.” (emphasis added.)

 “Overcoming the historical impediments to rail freight east of the Hudson River is
essential to the economic growth and quality of life of Long Island.” (emphasis
added).23

In 2014, the NYMTC, as an Appendix to its Plan 2040: A Shared Vision for Sustainable
Growth, issued a Regional Freight Plan Update 2015-2040 Interim Plan. In that plan, the
NYMTC discusses the Brookhaven Rail Terminal, and notes the following:

 “The Brookhaven Rail Terminal (BRT) is located along the LIRR Main Line in
Yaphank, Suffolk County. Opened in August 2011, BRT functions as a transloading
facility for construction aggregates and building materials traveling between quarries in
the Capital District of New York and central and eastern Long Island, in addition to
soybean diesel, flour, semolina, and fencing materials. Brookhaven Rail LLC, a stand-
alone Class III railroad, provides service over 3.4 miles of track on the property. Plans
for expansion of Brookhaven Rail Terminal include the development of a 200,000
square-foot warehouse to serve as a distribution center for The Home Depot, which
will receive 1,820 railcars annually.” (Report, p. 2-12) (emphases added).

 “Volumes on this route are expected to increase as the Brookhaven Rail Terminal is
built out with warehousing to accommodate a more diverse array of commodities.
NYA is repairing the western end of its siding and adding new track at Pine Aire, which
serves as the hub for its operations in central Long Island.” (Report, p. 3-8) (emphasis
added).24

As recently as June 2015, DOT issued a report entitled, New York State Freight
Transportation Plan Background Analysis in which the agency reviewed multiple studies and
reports and concluded:

 “The reports provide clear evidence that transportation agencies understand that
efficient freight movement underlies a healthy economy. In order for New York
firms to be competitive in a regional, national, or global marketplace, they must be

23 NYSDOT Consideration of Potential Intermodal Sites for Long Island, June 9, 2011
(http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/42000/42500/42526/LI-Report-Final1.pdf).
24 Available at https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/RTP/Appendix8.pdf.
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able to ship and receive goods at competitive costs.” (Report, p. 3) (emphasis
added).25

The same report lists the “Long Island Rail Road Main Line” as a bottleneck to freight
transportation. (Report, Table 7).

It is disingenuous to conclude that the removal of grade crossings and the addition of the
third track will not induce increased freight operations along the Main Line. MTA/LIRR needs
to revisit the conclusory statements in the DEIS regarding freight operations and present a
complete and transparent analysis of future freight operations on the LIRR system and the Main
Line in particular.

Impacts Due to Contaminated Materials Are Not Assessed, Constituting a
Violation of SEQRA and Foreshadowing Unrealistic Construction
Schedule Timelines

The Vertex Report documents astonishing deficiencies in the DEIS Chapter regarding
contaminated materials. The DEIS (p. 8-1) claims:

An analysis was conducted to evaluate whether construction or operation of
the Proposed Project could potentially increase exposure of people or the
environment to contaminated materials, and whether the Proposed Project
may result in potential significant adverse impacts to public health and/or the
environment.

To be clear, no such analysis was conducted.

The DEIS does document the fact that creosote, pesticide, herbicide, and rodenticide,
volatile organic compounds (such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene and
tetrachloroethene), semivolatile organic compounds, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), metals
(including lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and mercury), and asbestos contamination (among
others) may or is likely to exist within the footprint of the Project due in many instances to prior
rail related activities. In addition, the DEIS acknowledges that 153 sites within the Project study
area are classified as “Category B” sites, and these sites have “some reasonable potential to have
been impacted by the presence of contaminated materials and thus additional analysis is
prudent.” Little is known about many of these sites, and a number will be within those areas
where extensive excavation will occur due to the Project. After admitting that “additional
analysis” would be “prudent” for these sites, MTA/LIRR failed to undertake that analysis.

No data was gathered to determine what the potential threat is. No effort to investigate
these conditions was undertaken. The DEIS merely describes, in the abstract, what type of
conditions might be encountered, and that certain plans that have not been prepared will be used

25 Available at https://www.dot.ny.gov/content/delivery/Main-Projects/projects/P11618881-
Home/P11618881-repository/Background%20Analysis%20Report.pdf.
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to address conditions that are encountered. The entire Chapter is a conceptual discussion that
offers no specificity on actual likely impacts, let alone mitigation assessment. Chapter 8 is little
more than a slightly expanded Scoping Document.

Agent Orange, a chemical that can cause cancer, tumors, liver ailments, birth defects and
genetic defects, was in widespread use as a defoliant by LIRR until approximately 1976.26

While the threat of Agent Orange residue that remained at the ground surface may have long
since passed, this is not necessarily the case for accumulations of the chemical below the surface.
Yet, the term “Agent Orange” is nowhere to be found in Chapter 8, let alone any data or
discussion of Agent Orange.

Based on Vertex’s review of the DEIS, it is clear:

 The DEIS is devoid of any Project-specific data and the existing data is insufficient to
determine the scope of potential impacts associated with contaminated materials.

 Without any subsurface investigation, the DEIS fails to identify what the actual
adverse impacts could be to the surrounding communities.

 If subsurface investigation data had been gathered prior to the issuance of the DEIS,
appropriate mitigation measures could have been identified and discussed in the
DEIS.

 The DEIS relies on the implementation of Remedial Action Plans and a Construction
Health and Safety Plan to address as yet unknown impacts, but those plans do not
exist and therefore cannot be judged for adequacy.

 The lack of Project-specific data raises serious concerns over the assumptions
underlying the already optimistic Project schedule.

As illustrations, Vertex also raises specific concerns regarding the lack of data and
information at several locations within the Villages that will require excavation, including at the
New Hyde Park Road Grade Crossing Elimination site, the Garden City Denton Avenue/Tanners
Pond Road Bridge site and the Floral Park Plainfield Avenue Bridge site. Despite known former
uses with the potential for these sites to be compromised by contamination, no data was gathered
at these locations.

An MTA/LIRR representative is understood to have recently met with residents adjacent
to the Main Line. Among the concerns raised was the condition of soil along and adjacent to the
tracks. The representative was informed that LIRR spraying activities not only killed vegetation
on the LIRR ROW but also on adjacent residential property and that no vegetation has returned
in over five years. When asked why the soil conditions weren’t known, the LIRR representative
admitted that samples had been collected along the tracks but results would not be available until
March. This begs the question why MTA/LIRR did not collect and process soil samples in time
to include the data in the DEIS.

26 NEW YORK TIMES, Inspectors ‘Shopping’ for Agent Orange, April 1, 1979 (available at
http://www.nytimes.com/1979/04/01/archives/long-island-weekly-inspectors-shopping-for-agent-orange.html).
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The lack of basic data and information in the DEIS undermines a major purpose of
SEQRA, which is to subject agency actions that have environmental impacts to public scrutiny.
See Bronx Committee for Toxic Free Schools v. New York City School Const. Authority, 86
A.D.3d 401 (1st Dep’t, 2011) (Agency required to prepare a supplemental EIS because “under
SEQRA it was impermissible for [agency] to omit a known remediation issue from the EIS with
the idea of taking up that issue at a later date.”). That decision was affirmed by the Court of
Appeals. See Bronx Committee for Toxic Free Schools v. New York City School Const.
Authority, 20 N.Y.3d 148 (2012) (“SEQRA is designed to assure that the main environmental
concerns, and the measures taken to mitigate them, are described in a publicly filed document
identified as an EIS, as to which the public has a statutorily-required period for review and
comment.”)(emphasis added). What MTA/LIRR has done is no different than the approach that
was rejected by the Courts in the Bronx Committee for Toxic Free Schools case.

The lack of basic information not only undermines MTA/LIRR’s Project schedule
assumptions, and renders the DEIS deficient, it unnecessarily places the residents of Floral Park,
Garden City, and New Hyde Park at risk.

The Traffic Analysis, Both for Construction and Operation, is
Fundamentally Flawed

The DEIS’s assessment of traffic impacts is riddled with conflicting statements, flawed
assumptions, missing data, omitted analyses, and ineffective/impractical mitigation.
Deficiencies are present in relation to both construction and operation.27 MTA/LIRR is referred
to the detailed analysis in the Vertex Report. The following list merely summarizes some of the
glaring problems with the traffic assessment:

 The traffic analysis was based on an incomplete parking plan; therefore, the stated
traffic impacts cannot be accurate.

 The traffic analysis states that the Project is necessary to support increased ridership
and that increased ridership will occur without the Project. These conflicting
statements are used to justify baseline assumptions in different parts of the analysis.

27 During the scoping phase, the Floral Park Police Commissioner made a request that specific intersection be
included in the construction traffic impact analysis:

 Tulip Ave. & Plainfield Ave.
 Magnolia Ave. & Plainfield Ave.
 Charles St. & Plainfield Ave
 Tulip Ave & Jericho Turnpike
 Covert Ave. & Tulip Ave.
 Carnation Ave. & Plainfield Ave.
 Stewart St. & Plainfield Ave.
 Terrace Ave. & Plainfield Ave.
 South Tyson Ave. & Atlantic Ave./Woodbine Court.

Based on the DEIS, none of these intersections was studied.
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 The traffic study states that bus operations will increase due to the Project but does
not include increased bus operations in the analysis. Stop and go bus operations are
of particular concern within congested areas of the three Villages during peak
periods.

 The analysis states (where convenient) that the Project will facilitate increased train
ridership but the traffic analysis assumes no increases in taxi trips.

 The crash frequency analysis takes credit to project crash frequency reductions due to
grade crossing separation/elimination but omits any consideration of crash frequency
increases due to significant traffic pattern changes caused by the Project.

 The parking analysis contains a number of basic inaccuracies and flawed
assumptions. Once again, an assumption is made that no additional parking is
needed, while other parts of the analysis states there will be increased ridership and
train use. Vertex explains: “This is counterintuitive. A parking analysis was not
provided to justify this statement, and should be provided to explain how adding
trains and patrons can result in decreased parking demand.”

o All three Villages are impacted to some degree. Vertex states that the data
in the DEIS indicates that all studied stations show parking shortfalls but
only partial mitigation or no mitigation is proposed.

o Deficiencies are of particular concern relevant to Floral Park where
parking availability is very limited. In fact, it appears Floral Park will lose
16 parking spots and no provision to mitigate for the loss of these parking
spots is addressed in the DEIS. The issue is simply ignored.

 No backup details are provide to assess the credibility or accuracy of the traffic
counts reported in the DEIS.

 Intersections along 6th Avenue between Covert Avenue and New Hyde Park Avenue
are ignored even though the DEIS acknowledges that significant Project-related
traffic will be directed onto these segments of 6th Avenue.

 The traffic volume calculations contain basic errors and discrepancies, i.e., traffic
volumes disappear without being accounted for.

 There is no information in the DEIS to confirm whether pedestrian usage movements
(either existing or projected) are accounted for in the traffic analysis.

 In terms of mitigation proposals, the analysis of key intersections within the three
Villages is either flawed, inadequate, missing information, or impractical. Vertex
identifies specific problems and flawed assumptions in the analysis.

 The DEIS omits technical backup for the analysis of impacts associated with Project
construction, and no analysis of impacts is provided in relation to certain construction
activities such as lane closures, detours, and other traffic control measures.

o The Vertex Report identifies specific flaws in the analysis in relation to
traffic impacts associated with Project construction as grade crossings in
New Hyde Park and Garden City.

The traffic analysis, a key area of inquiry, is fundamentally flawed.
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Noise and Vibration Impacts Are Not Adequately Addressed

The Vertex Report concludes that the DEIS fails to include a “site specific noise
analysis,” which is a major deficiency under SEQRA. As a result, in the short time available,
Vertex conducted a rudimentary evaluation of noise impacts during construction and found the
following:

 Floral Park – 57 properties will potentially experience greater than acceptable

decibel levels during daytime work and 172 properties will potentially

experience greater than acceptable decibel levels during nighttime work;

 New Hyde Park – 82 properties will potentially experience greater than

acceptable decibel levels during daytime work and 228 properties will

potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel levels during nighttime

work; and

 Garden City – 63 properties will potentially experience greater than

acceptable decibel levels during daytime work and 178 properties will

potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel levels during nighttime

work.

Vertex Report at 20. This is ignored in the DEIS. The detail regarding implementation of
specific mitigation measures also is deficient, and in some instances implementation of
mitigation may not be possible (but this is not discussed or acknowledged in the DEIS). More
importantly, since the Project construction schedule is likely to be longer than represented in the
DEIS, these impacts will be suffered by these communities for a longer time.

Noise and vibration impacts are also particularly important at proximate recreational
areas within the Villages such as the Floral Park Recreational Center, Nassau Haven Park and
Garden City Bird Sanctuary. These and other proximate facilities host a multitude of sporting
and recreational activities that these communities enjoy, and that can make them particularly
sensitive to noise impacts. Yet, this issue is all but ignored in the DEIS.
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View of Floral Park Recreational Center, with Main Line in background. (source:
https://www.shotcrete.com/what-we-do/pools-and-water-features/floral-park-rec-center/)

Aerial view [©2017 Google] of Garden City Bird Sanctuary and New Haven Park.

Floral Park is particularly concerned about vibration impacts in the vicinity of its
Recreation Center. The Center includes a pool complex that is directly adjacent to the Main Line
and was fully re-constructed in 2015 at great expense to the community. Before undertaking that
project, the Village checked the MTA Capital Plan and other materials to confirm that no
significant work was being proposed in that area. Now, this Project is proceeding outside the
MTA Capital Plan process. The Project will involve a significant increase in track elevation and
installation of retaining walls next to the Center. This issue was raised in the Village of Floral
Park’s comments to the Scoping Document, yet, the DEIS all but ignores it.
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cc: Hon. Thomas J. Tweedy, Mayor, Village of Floral Park
Hon. Nicholas P. Episcopia, Mayor, Village of Garden City
Hon. Robert A. Lofaro, Mayor, Village of New Hyde Park
Village Board of the Village of Floral Park
Village Board of the Village of Garden City
Village Board of the Village of New Hyde Park
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 Introduction 
The Vertex Companies, Inc. (VERTEX) is pleased to submit this technical review of portions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) Expansion project 
(Proposed Project).  This technical review addresses certain aspects of the Proposed Project with respect 
to potential impacts to the Incorporated Villages of Floral Park, New Hyde Park and Garden City, New 
York (Villages). 
 
The primary document reviewed by VERTEX is the Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project from 
Floral Park to Hicksville – Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Long Island Rail Road, November 28, 
2016, (DEIS).  VERTEX’s review of the DEIS was focused on the Villages (the Study Area), shown in 
Attachment A as well as the following topic areas: 

 DEIS Conformance; 
 Contaminated Materials; 
 Civil/Rail Design; 
 Construction Schedule; and 
 Traffic. 

Each of these topic areas are addressed in Sections 2 through 6, respectfully, which each contain the 
following subsections: 

 Documents Reviewed; 
 Reviews Conducted/Evaluations Performed; 
 Summary of Findings; 
 Additional Documentation Needed; and 
 Conclusions. 

VERTEX reviewed the documents identified including overall regulatory conformance, extent of 
subsurface investigation data, mitigation measures for contamination, construction constraints, feasibility 
of utility relocation, impacts of construction staging, noise impacts, reasonableness of the proposed 
project schedule, accuracy of the traffic analysis, potential additional traffic impacts, potential additional 
schedule impacts, and other relevant topics. 

VERTEX recommends that the Villages request revisions to the DEIS to address discrepancies and 
missing information identified in this review.  VERTEX also recommends that the DEIS be included in 
the contract documents for the Proposed Project to ensure that mitigation measures are upheld by the 
contractors completing the construction work associated with the Proposed Project. 

Supplemental information requested by the Villages is provided in Attachment E. 

This report has been compiled solely based on the documents identified in this review. 
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 DEIS Conformance 
2.1 Documents Reviewed 
VERTEX reviewed the following documents: 

 Final State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) Scoping Document - Long Island Rail 
Road (LIRR) Expansion Project (Floral Park to Hicksville) dated August 26, 2016; 

 New York Code of Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Title 6, Part 617 - State Environmental 
Quality Review; 

 The SEQR Handbook, 3rd Edition - 2010, published by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, Division of Environmental Permits (The SEQR Handbook); 

 Federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents and guidelines;  
 Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Greater East Midtown Rezoning Proposal, New York City 

Planning Commission (NYCPC), dated December 30, 2016; and 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) - The Western Railyard, Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority (MTA) and NYCPC, dated October 9, 2009. 

VERTEX focused its review of the DEIS on the following sections: 

 Executive Summary 
 Chapter 1 – Project Description 
 Chapter 8 – Contaminated Materials 
 Chapter 9 – Utilities and Related Infrastructure 
 Chapter 10 – Transportation 
 Chapter 12 – Noise  
 Chapter 13 – Construction 
 Chapter 18 – Alternatives 
 Appendix 1-A – Technical Memorandum 

2.2 Reviews Conducted/Evaluations Performed 
 Overall DEIS Document Conformance – this consists of a review of the DEIS document in terms 

of its relative content when compared to the guidance and standards typical of these documents.  
The following two areas are specifically addressed: 

 Overall Regulatory Conformance; and 
 Comparison to Other EIS Documents. 

 Specific DEIS Topic Areas – this consists of a review of the following topic areas addressed in the 
DEIS:  

 Contaminated Materials; 
 Civil/Rail Design; 
 Construction Schedule; and 
 Traffic. 
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2.3 Discussion of Findings 

2.3.1   Overall DEIS Document Conformance 

VERTEX evaluated the overall completeness of the DEIS with respect to the requirements of the New York 
Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Part 617 regulations as well as the guidance document The SEQR 
Handbook.  Based on this review, VERTEX identified several areas that do not conform to the requirements 
of a DEIS.  Specifically, LIRR has not provided the public with an appropriate level of detail to understand 
the timing, magnitude, and duration of potential adverse impacts resulting from the Proposed Project and 
the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures. 

The SEQR Handbook (Page 118) states the following with respect to the required content of an EIS: 

“The EIS therefore needs to contain sufficient descriptions of the proposed action and its setting 
to provide appropriate context for a reader to understand the analyses of impacts, alternatives, and 
mitigation, but should not be an “encyclopedic” or overly technical document.” 

In several instances, which are addressed further in VERTEX’s review of the DEIS, the DEIS fails to 
provide “sufficient descriptions” of the proposed actions and mitigation measures. Although the regulations 
clearly do not require an overly technical or encyclopedic document, the details VERTEX has identified as 
deficient in the DEIS would not rise to that level.  Instead, the missing information is considered basic and 
fundamental to understanding the “analyses of the impacts, alternatives, and mitigation” of the Proposed 
Project. 

Ultimately, the DEIS does not provide the public with all the information needed to perform an informed 
evaluation of the potential impacts of the Proposed Project.  The SEQR Handbook (Page 133) states the 
following when discussing the required adequacy of a DEIS: 

“…one of the major purposes of a draft EIS is to give the public an opportunity to comment on the 
environmental issues raised, as well as the possible alternatives and mitigation offered to address 
those issues.” 

Sections 3 through 6 describe specific areas where the DEIS fails to provide appropriate information as 
required by the SEQR Handbook. 

2.3.2 Comparison to Other EIS Documents 

VERTEX also conducted a comparison of the DEIS to similar studies to evaluate its overall conformance 
to the standard content typical of projects of this type and magnitude.  VERTEX conducted this review by 
benchmarking the DEIS against other EIS documents for projects in New York State, including projects 
undertaken by the MTA and New York City Planning Commission (NYCPC).  Based on this review, 
VERTEX identified an area lacking detail that is important in defining potential impacts and mitigation to 
limit the impacts.   

It is expected that the content of a DEIS will vary from project to project based on the specific proposed 
actions and potential environmental impacts.  However, given the magnitude of the Proposed Project, which 
extends 9.8 miles through densely settled residential and commercial areas, and the significance of the 
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potential impacts to the communities, which include almost 100,000 residents within 0.5-miles of the 
corridor1, we would expect that the DEIS would be structured to be more detailed.   

Specific examples of where the DEIS does not conform to the level of effort for comparable EIS documents 
are provided in the following sections. 

2.3.3 Examples of Deficiencies 

2.3.3.1 Hazardous and Contaminated Materials 

Section 3 of this report provides our Hazardous and Contaminated Materials review, which identifies that, 
due to the lack of subsurface investigation data for the Proposed Project, the DEIS fails to identify the 
adverse impacts to the surrounding communities.  

The SEQR Handbook (Page 123) states that: 

“Specifically, the discussion of impacts may include quantitative or qualitative information as long 
as it is sufficient to determine:  

• How likely it is that an impact will occur;  
• How large the impact will be;  
• How important the impact will be; and  
• the time frame during which the impact is likely to occur.”  
 

Because the DEIS provides a generalized discussion of the potential impacts across the Proposed Project 
without identifying specific conditions and mitigation measures, the DEIS does not provide sufficient 
information to evaluate any of the above conditions described on Page 123 of The SEQR Handbook.   
 
In comparison, the FEIS for The Western Railyard (Chapter 12, Page 12-4) provides a significant amount 
of subsurface data for a project that is only approximately 0.15 miles by 0.15 miles in size.  Specifically, 
the FEIS for that project references the installation of 80 soil borings, 6 test pits, and the collection of at 
least 215 soil samples and 32 groundwater samples for laboratory analysis.  The results of these analyses 
were provided in Section C “Existing Conditions” of that FEIS and a high-level summary of actual soil and 
groundwater conditions within the study area was provided in the Hazardous Materials chapter.  The DEIS 
for the Proposed Project does not provide information of this type.    

2.3.3.2 Civil/Rail Design 

Section 4 of this report provides our Civil/Rail design review which identifies that the proposed 
improvements will likely require more space than is indicated on the plans provided due to the smaller than 
standard space allotted to traffic lanes and the structural elements in the conceptual layout, missing design 
elements or reserved space for missing design elements on the plans, and the high probability that utility 
relocation will require more space than provided in the project limits.  Due to these factors, VERTEX has 
concluded that either more land will likely need to be acquired to accommodate the proposed 
improvements, or a redesign will need to be performed to find a solution that can fit within the indicated 
limits.   

                                                      
1 https://populationexplorer.com/ 
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With respect to the required design plans for the Proposed Project, The SEQR Handbook (Page 121) states 
that: 

“While final plans are not necessary, the EIS should contain enough detail on size, location and 
elements of the proposal to allow a reader to understand the proposed action, the associated 
impacts, and to determine the effectiveness of any proposed alternatives or mitigation. As a general 
rule, the amount of detail regarding a specific impact in an EIS should depend on the magnitude 
and importance of the impact.” 

In this instance, the DEIS does not provide important information such as layouts for the proposed utility 
relocations in the DEIS, and it is therefore not possible to identify whether the proposed utility relocations 
are feasible.  Without this information, the public cannot evaluate whether something as fundamental as the 
Proposed Project size and location will be constructed as presented.  As such, the detail for the design plans 
is not sufficient to meet the requirements of The SEQR Handbook. 

2.3.3.3 Construction Schedule 

Section 5 of this report provides our Construction Schedule review.  The SEQR Handbook (Page 122) 
indicates that the following information is necessary regarding the timing and scheduling of a proposed 
action: 

“For proposed physical development activities, the description should recognize four major project 
stages: (1) planning and design, (2) construction, (3) operation and maintenance, and, where 
appropriate, (4) termination.” 

Section 5 provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project schedule and identifies that the first major project 
stage, planning and design, is not addressed at all in the proposed construction schedule provided in Chapter 
13 of the DEIS.  The schedule for the Proposed Project does not include engineering and procurement 
activities nor does it provide milestones to identify the expected start or completion date of key stages of 
work such as stages of design development, detailed design, and long-lead items.  As such, the estimated 
duration of these activities or planned dates of milestones are unknown and, therefore, deficient with respect 
to the SEQR Handbook.  

2.3.3.4 Traffic 

Section 6 of this report provides our Traffic review.  One requirement of the EIS process is to evaluate the 
proposed alternatives against a “no action” alternative.  This requirement is detailed on Page 126 of The 
SEQR handbook as follows: 

“The "no action" alternative must always be discussed to provide a baseline for evaluation of impacts 
and comparisons of other impacts. The substance of the "no action" discussion should be a description 
of the likely circumstances at the project site if the project does not proceed. “ 

Section 6 identifies that the DEIS inappropriately defines the “no action” alternative with respect to peak 
direction ridership.  In Chapter 10 (Transportation) of the DEIS, there is an assumption made that increases 
in peak direction ridership will occur without the Proposed Project, even though it also states that the 
Proposed Project is required to realize these increases. The DEIS therefore fails to provide a true baseline 
for comparison and understates the impacts of the Proposed Project by not providing mitigation for impacts 
based on these ridership increases.   
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2.4 Conclusions 
As described in the following sections of this report, the DEIS is deficient with respect to the level of detail 
required by the SEQRA regulations and with respect to the information we identified which has been 
presented in comparable EIS documents. 
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 Contaminated Materials 
3.1 Documents Reviewed 
The following documents were reviewed to assess technical issues related to the assessment and 
mitigation of contaminated materials: 

 DEIS Chapters: 
o Executive Summary 
o Chapter 8 – Contaminated Materials 
o Chapter 9 – Utilities and Related Infrastructure 
o Chapter 13 – Construction 
o Appendix 1-A – Preliminary Engineering Technical Memorandum  
o Appendix 8 – Contaminated Materials 

 Nassau County Land Records Viewer 
o 115 New Hyde Park Road, New Hyde Park, New York 

3.2 Reviews Conducted/Evaluations Performed 
 Subsurface Investigation Data 
 Mitigation Measures 
 Schedule Impacts 
 Examples of Deficiencies 

o New Hyde Park Road Grade Crossing Elimination 
o Denton Avenue/Tanners Pond Road Bridge  
o Plainfield Avenue Bridge 

3.3 Discussion of Findings 

3.3.1 Subsurface Investigation Data 

According to Chapter 8 of the DEIS, “The potential for significant adverse impacts depends on the types 
of materials present and their location relative to or within the Study Area, their levels, and whether 
exposure to the contaminated materials would be associated with the Proposed Project, either during 
construction or during subsequent operations.”  However, no information related to the location of such 
materials or their location relative to the Study Area is provided in Chapter 8 of the DEIS or its appendices.  
Although Chapter 8 of the DEIS identifies 153 properties that have “some reasonable potential to have been 
impacted by the presence of contaminated materials and thus additional analysis is prudent” (denoted as 
“Category B” sites) including 7 such sites within the Study Area (the footprint of properties to contain 
physical elements of the Proposed Project), no such analysis in the form of subsurface investigation data 
was provided for review.  In addition, Chapter 8 of the DEIS acknowledges that there are potential 
contaminated materials impacts along nearly the entirety of the Study Area related to railroad operations 
and associated infrastructure.  Again, no specific information regarding soil or groundwater conditions in 
these areas was provided for review.   
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Instead, the DEIS describes how impacts will be determined at some future point.  The DEIS states that 
“once the limits of subsurface disturbance associated with the Proposed Project have been determined, 
subsurface (Phase II) investigations would be conducted at all of the acquisition Category B sites and all 
other Category B sites where significant subsurface disturbance (based on proximity, depth of disturbance, 
type/mobility of contaminants, etc.) is proposed.”  From an impact review perspective, this statement in the 
DEIS is not reasonable because the areas of major construction (grade crossing eliminations, retaining wall 
construction, etc. as shown in Attachment C of this report), and the properties considered for acquisition 
are all reasonably well known according to the preliminary design plans provided in Appendix 1-A of the 
DEIS.  As noted in Section 2, subsurface investigations should have been performed at the acquisition 
parcels and the areas of major construction along the Project corridor prior to the issuance of the DEIS to 
provide the level of detail regarding the likelihood, magnitude, importance, and timing of potential impacts 
required by The SEQR Handbook.  The DEIS does not contain any Project-specific data. 
 
Without any subsurface investigation data for the Proposed Project, the DEIS fails to identify what the 
actual adverse impacts could be to the surrounding communities.  

3.3.2 Mitigation Measures 

The above-noted absence of subsurface investigation data also does not allow the Villages to determine the 
effectiveness and evaluate the potential impact of the proposed mitigation measures outlined in the DEIS.  
Although general measures to address hazardous and contaminated materials are described in Chapter 8 of 
the DEIS, which include such items as the implementation of Remedial Action Plans (RAPs), and 
Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASPs), tank removals, on- and off-site contaminated soil 
management, dust suppression, and air monitoring, the details and specific areas of implementation are not 
identified in the DEIS.  As no written plans are included in the DEIS, the specific mitigation measures that 
LIRR is relying on to address potential adverse impacts cannot be reviewed for adequacy, and the Villages 
are unable evaluate the impact that their implementation may have on their residents and businesses.   

Chapter 8 of the DEIS states that “with the implementation of these protocols, no significant adverse 
impacts related to contaminated materials would result from demolition and/or construction activities 
related to the Proposed Project. Following construction, there would be no further potential for significant 
adverse impacts.”  However, the validity of this statement is not possible to assess without knowing the 
specific adverse impacts and mitigation measures. 

If subsurface investigation data had been gathered prior to the issuance of the DEIS, there could be a  
reasonable understanding of which homes could be affected by contaminated dust, which businesses could 
be impacted by significant off-site soil disposal trucking traffic, and what other of the multitude of practical 
concerns could affect these communities. Without this information, these impacts cannot be understood and 
the effectiveness of the mitigation measures cannot be critically evaluated. 

3.3.3 Schedule Impacts  

Due to the lack of subsurface investigation data and specific mitigation measures, there is not sufficient 
information in the DEIS to evaluate whether there is reasonable time and contingency incorporated into the 
schedule for the Proposed Project to accommodate the investigation and remediation needed to address 
hazardous and contaminated materials.  Although the text of Chapter 13 of the DEIS discusses the general 
need to perform subsurface investigations, potential remediation, and contaminated materials management, 
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there is no information provided regarding the timing of those activities in relation to the construction 
schedule.  In addition, without an understanding of where significant subsurface contamination may be 
present, it is not known whether the preliminary design plans will need to be modified to address such 
impacts and what the resulting changes will be to the project limits and schedule.  As such, there is no basis 
to assess whether the schedule for the Proposed Project provided in the DEIS is credible due to the lack of 
any specific information relating to contaminated materials conditions.   

There is also limited information provided in Chapter 13 of the DEIS to suggest that there would be 
contingency built in to the construction schedule for the Proposed Project to address unexpected subsurface 
conditions potentially encountered during construction.  The preliminary subsurface investigations 
described in the DEIS will not fully assess all potential areas of contamination and there will always be the 
risk that unanticipated underground storage tanks and/or soil and groundwater impacts will be identified 
during the construction.  The Proposed Project may be further delayed if, during the excavation work, a 
release is identified which has not previously reported to the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC).  The identification of such a release would require specific submittals and 
compliance with the requirements of the particular NYSDEC program applicable to the type of release 
identified.  Had subsurface investigations been conducted in the areas of significant disturbance, such 
potential releases would have been identified and could have been communicated to the Villages, and 
accounted for in the DEIS and the preliminary design and schedule for the Proposed Project.  However, 
because subsurface investigation data is not provided in the DEIS, it is not possible to evaluate potential 
data gaps and understand where unplanned environmental actions may be likely to occur.  It is common 
practice in the industry to expect and plan to accommodate some amount of time to address unknown 
subsurface conditions.  Such a schedule contingency should be included in the Project schedule for 
subsurface disturbances in historically commercial and industrial areas associated with the Proposed 
Project.    

Despite the lack of data identifying subsurface conditions, the schedule for the Proposed Project appears to 
be sequential in many instances, so that a delay in one area could potentially cause cascading changes and 
delay throughout the Project’s implementation.  Significant hazardous and/or contaminated materials 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project could require specialized health and safety precautions, 
additional remediation and/or soil excavation activities, or even redesign to avoid certain areas.  Given that 
no pertinent soil and groundwater data is provided in the DEIS, it is not possible to identify whether such 
instances are likely and that there is sufficient available time in the schedule to allow for the impacts to be 
fully defined and effectively managed during construction.  The uncertainties surrounding these concerns 
could have been avoided or at least reduced had adequate subsurface investigations been undertaken.   

3.3.4 Examples of Deficiencies 

Although the above concerns relate to the entirety of the handling of hazardous and contaminated materials 
in the DEIS, the following describes a few specific examples of these deficiencies in the DEIS and/or the 
preliminary design plans.  

 New Hyde Park Road Grade Crossing Elimination (New Hyde Park) – One of the design 
options for the grade crossing elimination at New Hyde Park Road (Option 1) includes the 
acquisition and full demolition of the self-storage building at 115 New Hyde Park Road beginning 
in November 2017 according to Chapter 13 of the DEIS. Once the structure is demolished, an 
excavation to a depth of up to 31 feet will be completed at the parcel, planned to begin in spring 
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2018.  According to Chapter 8 of the DEIS, 115 New Hyde Park Road is a Category B site (#156) 
due to the historic presence of a metal works facility at the parcel, as depicted in the 1950 through 
1969 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps.  According to the Nassau County Land Records Viewer, the 
current self-storage structure at the parcel was constructed in 1946 and, therefore, present at the 
time of metal works operations.  Given the absence of reported releases identified for the parcel 
address in the DEIS regulatory records search and the presence of the historic structure on the 
majority of the parcel footprint, it is likely that no significant subsurface investigation and/or 
excavation has been performed since the cessation of industrial activities at the parcel.  However, 
despite the historical use of the site, no soil or groundwater data for the parcel or surrounding 
properties was included in the DEIS.  An annotated detail from DWG GCC04 (Page 169 of DEIS 
Appendix 1-A) showing the location of the current building (former metals works facility) in 
relation to the proposed Project construction plan is provided as Figure 3.1.   

Figure 3.1 – 115 New Hyde Park Road  

 

According to the DEIS, a subsurface investigation will be conducted at all of the acquisition 
Category B sites.  Even though 115 New Hyde Park Road is stated to be a known acquisition 
Category B site, there is no information provided to suggest that due diligence activities, including 
a subsurface investigation, are identified to have been initiated at this parcel.  As such, the schedule 
for the Proposed Project will need to accommodate the due diligence subsurface investigation, 
regulated building materials (asbestos, lead-based paint, etc.) surveys, the potential incorporation 
of specific site conditions into a RAP, and the preparation of a CHASP, all before November 2017.  
These technical and regulatory tasks will need to be complete as will also real estate negotiations 
and the relocation of the current self-storage customers, etc.  Since the current building covers 
nearly the entire parcel footprint, any pre-demolition subsurface investigation would likely be 
limited in nature and would need to be supplemented with post-demolition assessment between the 
completion of building demolition at the end of 2017 and the start of earthwork in early spring 
2018.  Even if all of these activities were able to be conducted in time to meet the stated schedule, 
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there would likely be limited time allowed for the surrounding community to be able to review and 
comment on a RAP and CHASP prior to implementation (As noted earlier, this type of information 
should have been included in the DEIS).  Such review would be needed to allow the neighboring 
residents and business owners to assess whether concerns they might have including the migration 
of metals-impacted dusts and the spread of metals-impacted soils by truck tires are properly 
anticipated and addressed in the construction plans. 

As shown on Page 169 of Appendix 1-A of the DEIS, a stormwater recharge system would be 
constructed within the footprint of the former metal works facility at 115 New Hyde Park Road 
under Option 1.  The preliminary drainage design includes installing an underground recharge 
chamber system to either a depth of 14 or 31 feet below ground surface, depending on the specific 
design chosen. The Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum states that this design is based on 
preliminary borings at the site but no results or boring logs are included in the DEIS.  The DEIS 
notes that if such a recharge system could not be constructed, another alternative drainage design 
would connect underpass drainage into an existing Nassau County recharge basin utilizing existing 
Nassau County drainage systems. The existing drainage systems may require upgrades or 
replacement to accommodate this alternative approach to the construction of the underground 
recharge chamber.  

If subsurface investigations performed at 115 New Hyde Park Road were to identify soil and/or 
groundwater impacts related to the historic metal works operations, the ability to recharge 
stormwater on this parcel might be limited, or not possible, depending on the type and depth of the 
impacts.  The infiltration of stormwater to soil above the groundwater table has the potential to 
mobilize soil contamination to groundwater and/or exacerbate and mobilize existing groundwater 
contamination.  In addition, the cost for the excavation and off-site disposal of potentially metals-
impacted soils (including possible characteristic hazardous wastes) to accommodate the recharge 
infrastructure may be higher than budgeted. If these impacts could not be addressed prior to the 
planned installation of the drainage system, it is likely that the alternative drainage design option 
of improving and connecting to existing drainage systems would be needed (Section 4 of 
VERTEX’s report addresses concerns with this alternative drainage design).  Since significant 
subsurface investigation of the parcel is unlikely to be implemented prior to the completion of 
building demolition in December 2017, it is not clear that the schedule would allow for the 
comprehensive evaluation of subsurface data, development of appropriate remedial plans, and the 
implementation of potential contingency design changes prior to the start of utility relocation 
activities in December 2017 and northern drainage excavation in April 2018.  As noted previously, 
any schedule delays or design changes at this grade elimination would likely affect the start of 
construction on other parts of the Proposed Project, thereby extending the overall schedule of the 
work and increasing the period of time that residents and commercial businesses in the Village 
would be subject to impacts such as traffic and noise.   

 Denton Avenue/Tanners Pond Road Bridge (Garden City) – According to Appendix 1-A of the 
DEIS, a portion of the existing masonry abutment and foundation of the existing bridge over 
Denton Avenue/Tanners Pond Road in Garden City will be removed and replaced to accommodate 
the planned third track.  As shown in the Appendix for Chapter 8 of the DEIS, this bridge is located 
immediately adjacent to sites #145 and #146, both of which are classified as Category B.  Site #145 
is a former auto salvage facility that has reportedly operated since at least the 1930s and is listed as 
an active Solid Waste Facility/Landfill due to vehicle dismantling operations.  Site #146 is a former 
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Conservative Gas Corporation facility from the 1950s through the 1980s that was listed on the NY 
Spills database due to reported asbestos and drums on the property. The locations of the identified 
sites in relation to the Denton Avenue/Tanners Pond Road bridge are shown on Figure 3.2.   

Figure 3.2 – Denton Avenue/Tanners Pond Road Bridge 

 

Petroleum, volatile organic chemicals, and/or heavy metal contamination in soil and groundwater, 
which is common for these types of facilities, could be encountered during the bridge foundation 
work in this location.  Without subsurface investigation data from the proposed excavation areas, 
it is not possible to know what the potential impacts of these adjacent sites would be to the 
surrounding community and the schedule for the Proposed Project. 
 

 Plainfield Avenue Bridge (Floral Park) – According to Appendix 1-A of the DEIS, an additional 
bridge over Plainfield Avenue will be retrofitted to accommodate the planned third track.  As shown 
in the Appendix for Chapter 8 of the DEIS, this bridge is located immediately adjacent to site #196, 
which is the existing Floral Park LIRR G13 substation that is not to be altered during the 
construction of the Proposed Project.  According to the DEIS, site #196 is the subject of subsurface 
releases being actively addressed by LIRR as part of the Voluntary Cleanup Program.   In this case, 
it is likely that subsurface investigation data in the vicinity of this location associated with the 
Proposed Project is available for review, and the specific risks to the Village can be determined and 
mitigated in some manner; however, the DEIS does not include any of this data and this evaluation 
is therefore not provided in the DEIS. The location of the substation site in relation to the Plainfield 
Avenue bridge is shown on Figure 3.3.   
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Figure 3.3 – Plainfield Avenue Bridge 

 

3.4 Additional Documentation Needed 
The DEIS is deficient because it does not provide the following information that is needed to understand 
the risks of hazardous and contaminated materials and evaluate whether the proposed mitigation measures 
and schedule are appropriate: 

 Subsurface investigation data for acquisition properties, areas of proposed excavation, and 
locations of proposed stormwater infiltration basins; 

 RAPs and CHASPs for areas of concern requiring mitigation measures; and, 
 Detailed schedule information indicating the timing and duration of the actions related to assessing 

and managing hazardous and contaminated materials and describing any contingency plans. 

3.5 Conclusions 
The DEIS does not provide sufficient information to allow the Villages to understand the potential adverse 
impacts and evaluate the resulting mitigation measures.  VERTEX concludes that subsurface investigation 
data should have been collected for each of the proposed areas of significant disturbance and included in 
the DEIS so that specific mitigation measures could be designed and presented in the DEIS, thereby 
allowing impacted communities the opportunity to review and comment as part of the environmental review 
of the Proposed Project. 
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 Civil/Rail Design 
4.1 Documents Reviewed 
The following documents were reviewed to assess technical aspects of civil/rail design: 

 DEIS Chapters: 
o Chapter 1 – Project Description 
o Chapter 9 – Utilities and Infrastructure 
o Chapter 12 – Noise  
o Chapter 13 – Construction 
o Appendix 1-A – Technical Memorandum 

 Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project Floral Park to Hicksville Final SEQRA Scoping 
Document, Long Island Rail Road, August 26, 2016. 

4.2 Reviews Conducted/Evaluations Performed 
VERTEX conducted reviews in several areas with respect to impacts within the Villages of Floral Park, 
New Hyde Park, and Garden City: 

 Construction Constraints – review of the preliminary design plans included in the Appendix 1-A 
Technical Memorandum to assess the feasibility of constructing the proposed infrastructure and the 
associated constraints. 

 Utility Relocation – review of the Utility Relocation tables in the Appendix 1-A Technical 
Memorandum to evaluate the amount of utility work expected at various locations and the 
feasibility of relocating these utilities within the limits and constraints of the project. 

 Construction Staging – review of the proposed project staging areas listed in the DEIS to assess 
which areas, if any, would result in impacts to the Villages of Floral Park, New Hyde Park, and 
Garden City. 

 Noise and Vibration – review of the Noise Analysis presented in the DEIS and comparison of the 
expected maximum noise and vibration levels to the applicable restrictions enforced by the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) and the Villages of Floral Park, New Hyde Park, and Garden City to 
identify the number of properties that will potentially be adversely impacted by noise during the 
construction phase of the Proposed Project.  Attachment B provides a graphical depiction of 
properties impacted by greater than allowable construction noise. 

4.3 Discussion of Findings 
DEIS Chapter 13 – Construction identifies a number of temporary quality of life impacts during 
construction in the area surrounding the tracks including the following: 

 Change of land use in areas used for staging; 
 Possible diversion of pedestrian access across the tracks to nearby crossings; 
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 Suspension of rail service on weekends; 
 Additional construction worker and truck traffic; 
 Roadway restrictions and closures including prevention of access across tracks in some locations; 
 Nuisance noise and vibration levels at residences and other sensitive receptors; and 
 Night work with associated noise, vibrations, and lighting impacts in areas where bridge 

replacement is required. 

4.3.1 Construction Constraints/Utility Relocation 

Construction constraints and utility relocation are discussed below by geographic location.  These 
geographical locations are shown in Attachment C and the renderings are provided in Attachment D. 

New Bridge at Tyson Avenue 

The Proposed Project will add a single track bridge to the south of the existing bridge over Tyson Avenue.  
The abutments on either side of Tyson Avenue will be extended to support the bridge.  The new bridge will 
be a prefabricated steel span that will be hoisted onto the abutments.  Concrete pilings are also indicated in 
cross-section but are not indicated in the plan view. 

New Bridge at Plainfield Avenue 

The Proposed Project will demolish the existing bridge over Plainfield Avenue and replace it with a new 
bridge that will accommodate the three-track layout.  The abutments on either side of Plainfield Avenue 
will be extended to support the new bridge.  The new bridge will be a prefabricated steel span that will be 
hoisted onto the abutments.   

Covert Avenue Grade Separation 

The Proposed Project includes a grade separation between the LIRR tracks and Covert Avenue.  The 
proposed configuration is for Covert Avenue to pass under the LIRR tracks, 2nd Avenue and 3rd Avenue.  A 
ramp will connect northbound Covert Avenue to 3rd Avenue, and another ramp will connect southbound 
Covert Avenue to 2nd Avenue. Chapter 13 of the DEIS indicates that closure of the crossing for southbound 
traffic will be required for nine months.  VERTEX’s review of Chapter 13 of the DEIS finds that the 
estimated schedule may not be adequately conservative as further discussed in Section 5 of this report.  

The preliminary design plans included in the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum show a conceptual 
layout of the structures that will be required to complete the grade separation at Covert Avenue. Figures 1-
20 and 1-21 from the DEIS, which are included in Attachment D of this report, show renderings of the 
proposed configuration.  Sheet DWG GCC01 of the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum indicates that 
the space in which these structures are to be installed is very compact.  The travel lanes through the under 
pass appear to be 11 feet, the narrowest allowed by NYDOT for Collectors with high truck traffic (narrower 
than the 12-foot “desirable” traffic lanes as identified by NYSDOT).  In areas where there is a high 
frequency of truck traffic, the AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2011) 
recommends either a 12-foot travel lane or that travel lanes less than 12 feet have a shoulder adjacent to the 
travel lane, the design for this grade separation provides neither a shoulder nor an 11-foot travel lane.  The 
width of the retaining walls is shown to be 1 foot from the face of the toe of wall to the back of the top of 
wall.  While technically feasible in some cases, this is an ambitiously narrow footprint for a retaining wall 
design.  The sidewalk under the LIRR track is 8 feet wide, but in all other areas sidewalks are 5 feet wide.  
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If an 8-foot wide sidewalk is required under the track crossing, providing only 5-foot wide sidewalks to the 
approaches to the crossing would be inadequate in this context.  The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) recommends that at least a five-foot width should be maintained as a “bare minimum” to allow 
two people to walk together. FHWA also indicates that near schools, shopping districts, and other heavily 
travelled areas, a minimum width of eight feet may be more appropriate.  There are neither guardrails nor 
handrails indicated where retaining walls are adjacent to roadways and sidewalks, and there is no space 
provided on Sheet DWG GCCO1 in the Technical Memorandum for these features to be added in future 
more detailed designs. This drawing did not show an overall scale nor did it show specific dimensions for 
most of the structure which made evaluation of the overall project footprint nearly impossible. 

There are no underground utilities shown on the grade separation plans, but anticipated utility relocations 
are listed in tabular form in the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum.  The tables indicate that four, 8-
inch sanitary sewer mains and four, 8-inch water mains will be affected by the proposed work and will 
require relocation.  Descriptions of the relocations are provided in the text of Chapter 9 of the DEIS, but no 
layouts have been provided, making it difficult to verify if proper clearances for these utilities can be 
maintained through the proposed improvements. 

A new storm drainage system is proposed to serve Covert Avenue in the proposed configuration.  This 
storm drainage system will consist of inlets attached to a 42-inch storm sewer which will discharge into a 
groundwater recharge chamber.  The recharge chamber is anticipated to be 330-feet long by 20-feet wide 
constructed using three rows of 72-inch corrugated metal pipe (CMP).  As proposed, the recharge chamber 
will be installed under 3rd Avenue at a depth of 22-feet below street level. The Appendix 1-A Technical 
Memorandum also provides an alternative option for the recharge chamber.   

The alternative configuration is an 86-foot by 140-foot chamber built from 17-feet high precast arches to 
be installed at the northeast corner of Covert Avenue and 2nd Avenue.  This alternative would require taking 
the property at that location.  The Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum states that this design is based on 
preliminary borings at the site, but no results or boring logs are included in the DEIS. 

South 12th Street Grade Separation 

The Proposed Project proposes to close the South 12th Street crossing as a first alternative.  Figure 1-25 in 
the DEIS, which is included in Attachment D of this review, shows a rendering of the proposed 
configuration, which is designated “Option 1.”  This alternative would expand the New Hyde Park Station 
across South 12th Street, closing the road to traffic crossing the LIRR right-of-way (ROW) and cutting off 
direct access from South 12th Street to 2nd Avenue from the south and 3rd Avenue from the north.  Additional 
parking would be installed along 2nd Avenue where the former South 12th Street ROW crossed the LIRR 
tracks. Chapter 13 of the DEIS indicates that full or partial street closure will be required for six months.  
The review of Chapter 13 of the DEIS indicates that the estimated schedule may not be adequately 
conservative.  It is also not indicated what selection of an alternative option will have on schedule. The 
schedule also does not show when the pedestrian bridge, which is part of both options for this location, will 
be constructed in relation to street closure.   

The Proposed Project proposes an alternative consisting of grade separation between the LIRR tracks and 
South 12th Street (i.e., does not include closure of South 12th Street).  Figure 1-26 in the DEIS shows a 
rendering of the proposed configuration which is designated “Option 2.” The proposed configuration is for 
a single lane of southbound traffic on South 12th Street to pass under the LIRR tracks, 2nd Avenue and 3rd 
Avenue. Northbound traffic on 12th Street will still be diverted.  A ramp will connect northbound South 12th 
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Street to 3rd Avenue, and another ramp will connect southbound South 12th Street to 2nd Avenue. Direct 
access from South 12th Street to 2nd Avenue from the south and 3rd Avenue from the north will still be 
blocked in Option 2.  

The plans included in the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum show a conceptual layout for the 
structures that will be required to complete the grade separation at South 12th Street.  The space indicated 
on Sheets DWG GCC02 and DWG GCC03 of the Technical Memorandum for these structures to be 
installed is very compact.  The travel lanes through the under pass appear to be 11 feet, the narrowest 
allowed by NYDOT for Collectors with high truck traffic (narrower than the 12-foot “desirable” traffic 
lanes   as identified by NYSDOT.  In areas where there is a high frequency of truck traffic, the AASHTO 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2011) recommends either a 12-foot travel lane or 
that travel lanes less than 12 feet have a shoulder adjacent to the travel lane.  The design for this grade 
separation provides no shoulder and an 11-foot travel lane.  The width of the retaining walls is shown to be 
one foot from the face of the toe of wall to the back of the top of wall.  While technically feasible in some 
cases, this is an ambitiously narrow footprint for a retaining wall design.  The sidewalk under the LIRR 
track is 8 feet wide, but in all other areas sidewalks are 5 feet wide.  If an 8-foot wide sidewalk is required 
under the track crossing at this location, providing only 5-foot wide sidewalks to the approaches to the 
crossing would be inadequate in this context.  As indicated previously, the FHWA considers this a bare 
minimum.  There are no guardrails nor handrails indicated where retaining walls are adjacent to roadways 
and sidewalks, and there is no space provided on the plans for these features to be added in future more 
detailed designs in the detailed layout for this grade separation as depicted in the Technical Memorandum, 
Sheets DWG GCC02 and DWG GCC03. This drawing did not show an overall scale nor did it show specific 
dimensions for most of the structure which made evaluation of the overall project footprint nearly 
impossible.   

There are no underground utilities shown on the grade separation plans, but anticipated utility relocations 
are listed in tabular form in the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum.  The tables indicate that an 8-inch 
sanitary sewer main and a 24-inch sanitary sewer main will need to be relocated.  In addition, three, 8-inch 
water mains and a 6-inch water main will be affected by the proposed work and will require relocation.  
The Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum also identifies a 36-inch sanitary sewer main running through 
the proposed improvements but states that this main will not be affected by construction.  Descriptions of 
the relocations are provided in the text of Chapter 9 of the DEIS, but no layouts have been provided making 
it difficult to verify if proper clearances for these utilities can be maintained through the proposed 
improvements.  The 24-inch sanitary sewer main is of particular concern since it serves a large number of 
households, and rerouting a gravity system of this size is typically expensive and may have considerable 
schedule impacts, which may render a grade separation infeasible at this location. 

A new storm drainage system is proposed to serve South 12th Street in the proposed configuration.  This 
storm drainage system will consist of inlets attached to a 42-inch storm sewer, which will discharge into a 
groundwater recharge chamber.  The recharge chamber is anticipated to be 540-feet long by 30-feet wide 
and will be constructed using two rows of 144-inch CMP.  As proposed, the recharge chamber will be 
installed under 3rd Avenue at a depth of 28 feet below street level. The Appendix 1-A Technical 
Memorandum states that this design is based on preliminary borings at the site, but no results or boring logs 
are included in the DEIS.  Neither the location nor the layout of these facilities are indicated in the plans 
included in the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum. 
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New Hyde Park Road Grade Separation 

The Proposed Project proposes two alternative configurations, designated Options 1 and 2, to create a grade 
separation between the LIRR tracks and New Hyde Park Road at the New Hyde Park Road crossing.  
Figures 1-30 and 1-31 in the DEIS, which are included in Attachment D of this review, show renderings of 
the two options. The proposed configurations are for New Hyde Park Road to pass under the LIRR tracks, 
2nd Avenue and 3rd Avenue.  A ramp will connect northbound New Hyde Park Road to 3rd Avenue, and 
another ramp will connect southbound New Hyde Park Road to 2nd Avenue. The primary difference 
between the options is that Option 1 calls for complete demolition of the building located at 115 New Hyde 
Park Road to allow construction of a parking lot and Kiss and Ride for the New Hyde Park Station.  Option 
2 does call for demolition of a small part of the building along New Hyde Park Road and provides a new 
Kiss and Ride on the south side of the tracks.  Chapter 13 of the DEIS indicates that full closure of the 
crossing will be required for six months. The review of that chapter indicates that the estimated schedule 
may not be adequately conservative. It is also not indicated what selection of the alternative option will 
have on schedule.  

Both options will permanently cut off direct access from 2nd Avenue to New Hyde Park Road. During 
construction, alternative rail crossings will be required from residential areas on both sides of the tracks. 
The closest crossing is about ¼ mile away.  As indicated in the review of Chapter 10 – Transportation, 
analysis of traffic during construction in the DEIS is not adequate to determine traffic impacts to local 
residential areas.  

The preliminary design plans provided in the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum show a conceptual 
layout for the structures that will be required to complete the grade separation at New Hyde Park Road The 
space indicated on Sheets DWG GCC04 and DWG GCC05 of the Technical Memorandum for these 
structures to be installed is very compact.  The travel lanes through the under pass appear to be 11 feet, the 
narrowest allowed by NYDOT for Collectors with high truck traffic (narrower than the 12-foot “desirable” 
traffic lanes   as identified by NYSDOT.  In areas where there is a high frequency of truck traffic, the 
AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2011) recommends either a 12-foot travel 
lane or that travel lanes less than 12 feet have a shoulder adjacent to the travel lane, the design for this grade 
separation provides no shoulder and an 11-foot travel lane.  The width of the retaining walls is shown to be 
1 foot from the face of the toe of wall to the back of the top of wall.  While technically feasible in some 
cases, this is an ambitiously narrow footprint for a typical retaining wall design.  The sidewalk under the 
LIRR track is 8-feet wide, but in all other areas sidewalks are 5-feet wide.  If an 8-foot wide sidewalk is 
required under the track crossing at this location, providing only 5-foot wide sidewalks to the approaches 
to the crossing would be inadequate.  There are no guardrails nor handrails indicated where retaining walls 
are adjacent to roadways and sidewalks, and there is no space provided on the plans for these features to be 
added in future more detailed designs in the detailed layout for this grade separation as depicted in the 
Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum, Sheets DWG GCC02 and DWG GCC03. This drawing did not 
show an overall scale nor did it show specific dimensions for most of the structure which made evaluation 
of the overall project footprint nearly impossible.   

There are no underground utilities shown on the grade separation plans, but anticipated utility relocations 
are listed in tabular form in the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum.  The tables in Appendix 1-A 
indicate that two 8-inch sanitary sewer mains, a 12-inch water main, and three 6-inch water mains will be 
affected by the proposed work and will require relocation.  Descriptions of the relocations are provided in 
Chapter 9 of the DEIS, but no layouts are provided, making it difficult to verify if proper clearances for 
these utilities can be maintained through the proposed improvements.   
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A new storm drainage system is proposed to serve New Hyde Park Road in the proposed configuration.  
This storm drainage system will consist of inlets attached to a 42-inch storm sewer, which will discharge 
into a groundwater recharge chamber.  The recharge chamber is anticipated to be constructed using nine 
rows of 144-inch CMP.  As proposed, the recharge chamber will be installed under the Kiss and Ride Lot 
proposed on the east side of New Hyde Park Road at a depth of 31 feet below street level. The Appendix 
1-A Technical Memorandum also provides an alternative option for the recharge chamber.  The alternative 
configuration is a 140-foot by 210-foot chamber built from 17-feet high precast arches to be installed at the 
same location as above.  The Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum states that this design is based on 
preliminary borings at the site, but no results or boring logs are included in the DEIS.  Neither the location 
nor the layouts of these facilities are indicated in the plans included in the Appendix 1-A Technical 
Memorandum. 

New Bridge at Denton Avenue 

The Proposed Project will demolish the existing bridge over Denton Avenue and replace it with a new 
bridge that will accommodate the three-track layout.  The abutments on either side of Denton Avenue will 
be extended to support the new bridge.  The new bridge will be a prefabricated steel span that will be hoisted 
onto the abutments.   

New Bridge over Nassau Boulevard 

The Proposed Project will demolish the existing bridge over Nassau Boulevard and replace it with a new 
bridge that will accommodate the three-track layout.  The abutments on either side of Nassau Boulevard 
will be extended to support the new bridge.  The new bridge will be a prefabricated steel span that will be 
hoisted onto the abutments. 

Retaining Walls and Sound Attenuation Walls 

According to the Appendix 1-A Technical Memorandum, approximately 8,050 linear feet of retaining walls 
and 8,550 linear feet of sound attenuation wall will be installed along the LIRR ROW within the Villages 
of Floral Park, New Hyde Park, and Garden City.  The plans provided indicate that both sound attenuation 
walls and retaining walls are to be placed at, or very close to, the edge of LIRR ROW, which may prove 
problematic since, in some cases, the retaining walls will need to occupy more than the 1-foot width shown 
on the plans and the foundations for these walls are typically wider than the widths of the walls. 

Regarding drainage and ponding that will potentially impact adjacent properties as a result of the installation 
of retaining walls and sound attenuation walls, Chapter 9 in the DEIS (Pages 9-11) states that in areas where 
the track improvements would cause additional runoff to flow onto adjacent properties they would construct 
a system of drainage ditches and underdrains to capture these flows before they leave the LIRR ROW.  As 
with all the other underground utilities, there is no actual layout for these improvements in the plan set.  
However, in the cases where sound walls might block drainage from entering the ROW from adjacent 
properties, the DEIS does not explore this possibility and so no impact mitigation is described in the DEIS, 
nor are they indicated on the plans provided in the Preliminary Engineering Technical Memorandum. LIRR 
should not block historic drainage patterns, if the ROW is currently accepting flows from adjacent 
properties; they must accept them in the proposed condition.  The DEIS should at least acknowledge that 
the proposed sound attenuation walls will likely cause ponding or alter drainage patterns on adjacent 
properties and contain descriptions of appropriate mitigation strategies. 
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4.3.2 Construction Staging  

According to the DEIS, much of the material and equipment staging for the project will be accomplished 
within the LIRR ROW; however, there are additional staging areas indicated outside the LIRR ROW within 
the Villages.  The following sites appear to impact the Villages: 

 Western End of 3rd Avenue between Covert Avenue and Wayne Avenue – staging in this area will 
require this portion of the 3rd Avenue right-of-way to be closed to traffic during the time that 
materials and equipment are stored at this location. 

 Portions of the station parking on 3rd Avenue east of Baer Place – staging in this area will reduce 
the parking available to New Hyde Park Station while material and equipment is stored in this area 

 Commercial property at 115 New Hyde Park Road which would require acquisition – this property 
is shown to be the location of a proposed parking area in the plans provided. 

4.3.3 Noise and Vibration 

The DEIS lists the FTA regulations regarding decibel levels near residential and commercial properties and 
further states that these regulations will be adhered to wherever possible.  However, several items on the 
list of typical equipment to be used will cause greater than allowable decibel levels at several of the 
surrounding properties.  In the absence of site-specific noise analysis in the DEIS, VERTEX performed a 
rudimentary evaluation of the sound impacts during construction which identified the following probable 
exceedances: 

 Floral Park – 57 properties will potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel levels during 
daytime work and 172 properties will potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel levels 
during nighttime work; 

 New Hyde Park – 82 properties will potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel levels 
during daytime work and 228 properties will potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel 
levels during nighttime work; and 

 Garden City – 63 properties will potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel levels 
during daytime work and 178 properties will potentially experience greater than acceptable decibel 
levels during nighttime work. 

A graphical representation of VERTEX’s evaluation of the construction noise impact zone is provided in 
Attachment B.  

Chapter 13 of the DEIS indicates that night work will be avoided “when practical and feasible,” but does 
not provide specific indications of locations or conditions where night work may be necessary or an 
estimated schedule of when it may be needed.  

Chapter 13 of the DEIS proposes a general list of measures to mitigate noise and vibration impacts to 
surrounding properties which are typical of this type of construction, but does not indicate specific locations 
where they should be used.  Moreover, it does not identify specific site conditions or constraints along the 
project which would make certain mitigation strategies difficult or impossible to implement.  A prime 
example of this would be the use of temporary sound attenuation walls during the construction phase where 
the permanent sound attenuation walls are installed, since the location of temporary walls could not be 
placed within the project limits. 
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The Floral Park Recreational Center Pool Complex is of particular concern for both noise and vibrational 
impacts as portions of the pool are within the noise impact zones discussed above as well as the 100-foot 
zone anticipated in the DEIS where some of the construction equipment will exceed the 72VdB vibration 
ceiling for institutional properties.  Users of the pool will be impacted by construction vibration, thus 
specific mitigation for construction vibration should be discussed in the DEIS for vibration mitigation 
during the operating hours of the pool. 

The DEIS did not include drafts of the noise control plan or the vibration control plan.  Also, no list of 
potentially sensitive sites, such as adjacent parks or institutions, was included in the DEIS.  Finally, no 
analysis of potentially affected properties was given in the DEIS. 

4.3.4 General Plan Errors 

In addition to the specific design deficiencies discussed in this Section, there are fundamental errors and 
discrepancies throughout the DEIS that suggest that the overall design is not in a complete enough state to 
be properly evaluated.  The following is a list of examples where the DEIS document has internal conflicts 
about the scope of the Proposed Project: 

 A passage in Chapter 13 of the DEIS describes a proposed parking garage at the South 12th Street 
Crossing, but this parking garage is not indicated on the plans provided in the Technical 
Memorandum. 

 Stationing for Sound Attenuation Walls shown in Chapter 13 does not match the stationing given 
in the Plans in the Technical Memorandum. 

 Handrails and guardrails shown in the renderings of the grade separations given in Figures 1-20, 1-
21, 1-25, 1-26, 1-30, and 1-31 of the DEIS do not show up in the Plan Sheets (DWG GCC01-05) 
detailing the same grade separations in the Technical Memorandum.  Furthermore, no space is 
reserved in the layouts in the Technical Memorandum to add these features at a later time. 

 The Details for the grade separations shown in the Technical Memorandum do not have drawing 
scales, and many of the structures are not dimensioned (e.g., lanes, sidewalks, and retaining walls), 
thus an evaluation of the physical footprint of these features is not possible. 

Although this list is not comprehensive, it shows large inconsistencies that make evaluation of impacts from 
the Proposed Project nearly impossible for trained professionals, let alone the general public.  As such, the 
presence of these errors in the DEIS do not meet the objectives of the SEQR which states that plans “should 
contain enough detail on size, location and elements of the proposal to allow a reader to understand the 
proposed action, the associated impacts, and to determine the effectiveness of any proposed alternatives or 
mitigation.” 

4.4 Additional Documentation Needed 
The following information is needed to more accurately assess the feasibility of the plans presented in the 
DEIS: 

 An addition to the schedule that shows when streets and grade crossings will be closed to 
pedestrian and vehicle traffic, the pedestrian bridge at South 12th Street will be constructed, and 
night work may be required. 
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 Conceptual Plans that include the proposed layout of relocated underground utilities.  
 Conceptual plans that show the location and extent of proposed drainage facilities in relation to 

proposed surface improvements and existing underground utilities. 
 Conceptual Noise and Vibration Control Plans that specifically analyze noise impact to the 

properties surrounding the project site and propose solutions specific to the conditions that exist 
in the impact area. 

 Soils reports that evaluate subsurface soil properties, particularly soil percolation rates in the soils 
that will receive stormwater from the proposed recharge chamber.  

 Reports or as-built plans that show the location and depth of existing sanitary and storm sewer 
that are affected by the proposed infrastructure so that the impacts and solutions presented in the 
DEIS can properly be evaluated. 

4.5 Conclusions 
The following summarizes the deficiencies identified Civil/Rail design aspects of the Proposed Project: 
 

 Grade Separations – The proposed improvements associated with the grade separations will likely 
require more space than is indicated on the plans provided in the Appendix 1-A Technical 
Memorandum.   This is evidenced by the smaller than standard space allotted to traffic lanes and 
the structural elements in the layout for all three proposed grade separations.  Furthermore, certain 
design elements such as handrails and guardrails are not indicated, and, more importantly, no space 
is reserved in the conceptual layouts provided in the DEIS for these design elements to be included 
in the future refinements of the plans.  In addition, the plans, as presented, do not appear to account 
for the traffic and engineering standards, such as NYDOT standards for curb and gutter, curb return 
radii, guardrail placement, etc., which will apply to the proposed roadway improvements.  Due to 
these factors, more land will need to be acquired and/or included in the design to accommodate the 
proposed improvements or a redesign will need to be performed to find a solution that is effective 
and meets at least minimum standards 
 

 Utility Relocation – There is a high probability that utility relocation will require more space than 
provided in the project limits and that the time and expense required to reroute some of the utilities 
may significantly add to the physical and budgetary footprint of the project as presented in the 
DEIS.   An example of this is the proposal at the 12th Avenue Crossing to reconfigure the 24-inch 
sewer main so that it does not cross the LIRR ROW.  To accomplish this change while conveying 
flows to their proper outfall, the project may need to incorporate a lift station, a significant rerouting 
of this large sewer line, or both.  Neither of these alternatives is contemplated in the DEIS.  A 
significant number of utilities will be affected by the proposed grade separations.  Water lines and 
sewer lines require 10 feet of separation per New York Department of Health and the New York 
Department of Transportation.  In addition to the horizontal constraints, gravity-flow sanitary 
sewers must maintain proper slopes to function properly.  Given the large number of water and 
sanitary sewer mains affected and the limited space provided in the areas of the grade separations, 
routing these utilities will need further evaluation and may be extremely difficult, especially given 
the addition of obstructions, such as retaining walls and bridge abutments.  Similarly, there is no 
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mention of how these relocations will be performed to avoid the 42-inch storm sewer required at 
each crossing, nor is there any assessment of the impact on existing utility systems of installing 
deep, large recharge chambers that are proposed to be constructed in public ROW near the crossing 
at Covert Avenue and the crossing at South 12th Street.  
 
The DEIS provided no layouts for the proposed utility relocations, and therefore, it is not possible 
to determine whether the proposed utility relocations are feasible.  An example of this is the 24-
inch sewer main at the South 12th Street crossing.  For the grade separation alternative, the DEIS 
proposes splitting the flow in this pipe so that it no longer crosses the LIRR ROW; however, 
because no information is given about the depth, slope, flow, or alignment of the 24-inch sanitary 
sewer main, it is not feasible to determine how much effort or funding would be needed to 
accomplish this sewer system redesign. 
 

 Bridge Conclusions – In reference to the construction of rail road bridges along the project 
corridor, the DEIS discusses some of the traffic impacts during construction, such as full road 
closures during the placement of the steel span but the partial road closures required to complete 
improvements to the bridge abutments are not contemplated in the DEIS. Partial lane closures 
should be included in the impact assessment, as they will significantly impact traffic patterns 
during construction. 
 

 Retaining and Sound Attenuation Wall Conclusions – Throughout the project, retaining walls and 
sound attenuation walls are placed at the LIRR ROW boundary.  This design for the walls does 
not acknowledge potential impacts to neighboring properties.  A particular design deficiency is 
that the foundations for the walls may not be wholly contained on LIRR ROW and that 
construction equipment may require temporary access to neighboring properties to complete the 
construction of the walls, if they are placed at the locations depicted in the plans. 
 

 Staging Area Conclusions – The DEIS does not adequately explore the impacts of using proposed 
sites for staging, particularly the closing of public parking spaces and streets within the Villages. 
For the most part, the proposed staging areas for this project will be on LIRR ROW and ancillary 
properties.  However, the staging areas at 3rd Avenue between Covert Avenue and Wayne Avenue 
and portions of the parking area for Garden City Station on 3rd Avenue east of Baer Place requires 
that LIRR utilize property and ROW outside its control.  These areas are listed in the DEIS but no 
mention is given to the negative impacts that will result in their use, and no solutions are presented 
to mitigate potential impacts.  The DEIS specifically mentions closing 3rd Avenue between Covert 
Avenue and Wayne Avenue to use it as a staging area, but does not mention the potential impacts 
to traffic in the area or the impacts to homeowners on bordering the staging area.  The DEIS also 
mentions using portions of the station parking at the Garden City Station but does not offer any 
means to alleviate the impact to potential riders using the station. 
 

 Noise Conclusions – The DEIS does not present any site-specific analysis nor does it offer any site 
specific solutions to the noise impacts that will occur during the construction of this project.   
There is no analysis presented in the DEIS which explores potential impacts relating to this 
particular project.  The DEIS only presents applicable noise limits and discusses the general noise 
potential from the anticipated equipment to be used during the construction of the Proposed Project.   



Civil/Rail Design         
LIRR Expansion Project – DEIS Review      
February 14, 2017          
 

Page | 24  
 

Furthermore, the DEIS does not identify any key areas where noise impacts would be a major 
concern, such as neighboring educational, institution, and recreation properties.  Neither does the 
DEIS specifically state that there are no key areas of concern regarding noise impacts, and, 
therefore it seems that an audit for noise sensitive sites for this project has not been performed.  The 
DEIS lists many noise mitigation techniques but does not assess how the techniques may be applied 
or which mitigation practices would be suitable for the specific conditions of the Proposed Project.  
Because the DEIS does not present site-specific analysis of noise impacts and does not include a 
noise mitigation plan, the impacts associated with noise on the Villages of Floral Park, New Hyde 
Park, and Garden City have not been determined and appropriate mitigation measures have not 
been identified. 
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 Construction Schedule 
5.1 Documents Reviewed 
The following documents were reviewed to evaluate the construction schedule: 

 DEIS Chapters 
o Executive Summary 
o Chapter 1 – Project Description  
o Appendix 1-A: Draft Preliminary Engineering Technical Memorandum 
o Chapter 9 – Infrastructure 
o Chapter 13 – Construction 
o Chapter 18 – Alternatives 

 
5.2 Reviews Conducted/Evaluations Performed 
VERTEX evaluated the reasonableness of the proposed construction schedule and overall estimated project 
duration based on the information provided in the DEIS.  To do this, VERTEX conducted a preliminary 
schedule constructability analysis of the Proposed Project to evaluate the reasonableness of the project plan 
from a construction management perspective.  VERTEX performed this analysis based on the information 
available and based on a review of reasonably comparable benchmark projects.  This review involved an 
assessment of the proposed construction schedule and overall estimated project duration, and an evaluation 
of the duration estimates for different stages of work.  VERTEX then identified the areas of concern and 
shortcomings of the proposed construction schedule from a planning and scheduling perspective.  

5.3 Discussion of Findings 
VERTEX’s assessment of the DEIS document from a planning and scheduling perspective identified 
several shortcomings in the recommended construction schedule. It also identified that the proposed 
construction schedule has not been developed using standard scheduling techniques and recommend 
practices appropriate for a project that is at the preliminary design stage. Project management standards 
provide a shared knowledge base from which maturity of project management practices can be established 
“to ensure that materials, products, processes and services are fit for their purpose” (ISO, 2017). As such, 
VERTEX evaluated the proposed construction schedule based on the requirements of the schedule 
development standards defined by the Project Management Institute (PMI) and the Association for the 
Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACEi), as two of the recognized project management bodies. 

The main shortcomings of the proposed construction schedule are as follows: 

 A schedule basis memorandum is not provided. 
 The DEIS does not provide a complete listing of the estimated physical work quantities (i.e., 

preliminary quantity takeoff) and a preliminary project cost estimate. 
 Estimated durations of some project activities are unknown. 
 Adequate contingency reserves are not built into the proposed construction schedule; and the DEIS 

does not demonstrate that the proposed construction schedule is prepared using a conservative 
approach. 
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 The schedule does not identify the time impact of pursuing alternative options that are being 
considered for grade crossing elimination. 
 

The reasonableness of the proposed construction schedule and overall estimated project duration cannot 
properly be evaluated until these shortcomings are remedied. Below, each of the above-listed shortcomings 
are discussed in more depth: 

 Schedule Basis Memorandum – A schedule basis memorandum is not provided in the DEIS.  A 
schedule basis memorandum should be prepared in parallel with developing a project schedule to 
thoroughly document the basis of the planned schedule in a narrative format.  At a minimum, a 
schedule basis memorandum documents the assumptions made, inclusions and exclusions, key 
milestone dates, and key schedule and resource constraints considered and included in developing 
the schedule.  The schedule basis memorandum provides crucial information to project stakeholders 
and effectively communicate the assumptions and rationale utilized to develop the project schedule.  
It also provides indications of activity risk allowances and the level of risks and uncertainty used 
to establish schedule contingency. 2  

The DEIS; however, does not provide a schedule basis memorandum to identify, among other 
things, the underlying assumptions used to develop the Proposed Project schedule and to provide 
information about project key constraints considered in developing the schedule or contingencies 
built into the schedule.  For instance, the following items are unclear: (i) when design and 
engineering of each work package is supposed to be complete, (ii) key milestone dates related to 
the long-lead items, (iii) intended project resource requirements or constraints, and (v) if the project 
schedule takes any schedule constraints into account (e.g., the constraints related to the permitting 
process or availability of special services).  Absent a schedule basis memorandum, the accuracy of 
the Proposed Project schedule cannot be determined/verified.  

 Estimated Physical Work Quantities and Preliminary Project Cost Estimate – The DEIS does 
not provide a complete listing of the estimated physical work quantities (i.e., preliminary quantity 
takeoff) and a preliminary project cost estimate.  Activity durations are typically estimated by 
dividing total quantities of work by average production rates for executing each type of work. 
However, the DEIS provides neither a complete listing of the estimated physical work quantities 

                                                      
2 The PMBOK Guide® (PMI, 2013) defines basis of estimates as follows: Supporting documentation outlining the 
details used in establishing project estimates such as assumptions, constraints, level of detail, ranges, and 
confidence levels.  The PMBOK Guide lists the schedule basis memorandum among the outputs of the Estimate 
Activity Durations process and identifies “{assumptions made in developing the activity duration estimate, such as 
skill levels and availability, as well as a basis of estimates for durations” as part of project documents updates (p. 
171). Similarly, AACE (2009) states: The requirement to document the basis of the schedule has been an established 
procedure for several years with many large corporations, and some federal agencies… By documenting the 
schedule basis, the project team captures the coordinated project schedule development process, which is by nature 
unique for most construction projects. This improves the final quality and adds value to the project baseline 
schedule, which serves as the time management navigation tool to guide the project team toward successful project 
completion. Among other benefits, Stephenson (2007) identified improved pre-planning efforts, improved 
understanding of project scope, deliverables and responsibilities, increased confidence in project execution, 
maximized quality and minimized rework, effective historical reviews, and efficient validation process as some of 
the benefits that are realized by using a schedule basis memorandum. 
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nor the expected average production rates.  Therefore, the DEIS does not provide adequate 
information about work quantities and expected production rates to demonstrate that the estimated 
activity durations are properly determined.  Absent this information, activity durations cannot be 
validated with sufficient accuracy.  
 
The reasonableness and adequacy of the estimated activity durations cannot properly be verified 
without a preliminary project cost estimate.  The DEIS does not provide a preliminary project cost 
estimate to provide estimated work quantities and identify estimated quantity of resources required 
to complete the project. This information assists in identifying the levels of effort required to 
complete each section of the project.  
 

 Estimated Duration of Project Activities – The estimated durations of some project activities are 
not provided in the DEIS.  The proposed construction schedule provided in Chapter 13 of the DEIS 
does not include some of the project activities identified as part of the scope of the Proposed Project.  
For instance, the proposed schedule neither includes engineering and procurement activities nor 
provides milestones to identify the expected start or completion date of key stages of work such as 
stages of design development, detailed design, and long-lead items.  As such, the estimated duration 
of these activities or planned dates of milestones are unknown.  

As another example, the proposed construction schedule does not specify the proposed timeline for 
enhancing the traction power substations3.  It appears that the track work (e.g., Activities No. 8, 16, 
25, 36, and 41) includes the work needed to enhance traction power substations; however, this 
supposition is yet to be verified.  Other examples of activities and milestones that could be added 
to the project schedule include land acquisitions and procurement of long-lead items. 

 Contingency – Adequate contingency is not built into the proposed construction schedule.  Some 
of the challenges of the Proposed Project include complications due to relocation of utilities, 
setting-up maintenance and protection of traffic, road closures, and the need for special services to 
minimize track outages for properly performing activities that affect rail operations.  Due to these 
complexities, it is reasonable to expect that adequate contingency be built into the schedule. 
However, it is unclear why the proposed schedule chooses optimistic durations for some activities 
even in cases where the DEIS documents provide a range of most-likely durations. For instance, 
Section D in Chapter 13 of the DEIS states: 

“Covert Avenue underpass activities including utility relocation would take place over 
approximately 9 to 12 months.  This is typical of the two longer grade crossing 
eliminations with the smaller projects taking 6 to 9 months.” 

Nevertheless, the estimated duration for executing the Covert Avenue underpass in the proposed 
construction schedule is chosen optimistically, and the shorter and approximate duration of 9 
months is chosen for this activity as opposed to the longer or most-likely durations.  Although the 
DEIS provides such assessments to identify a range of most-likely durations, it is unclear why the 
DEIS optimistically assigns the shorter activity duration (i.e., optimistic duration) to the activity in 
reference.  As another example, Section D in Chapter 13 of the DEIS states: 

                                                      
3 The Executive Summary of the DEIS indicates that, with the exception of the Floral Park Substation, the LIRR traction power 
substations within the project limits need to be enhanced to accommodate the new third track (p. S-10). 
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“Existing bridge structure modification activities would typically take approximately 4 to 
10 months to complete. Some work would be longer because tracks and/or a portion of 
the affected roadway would need to be kept in service.  Construction activities would be 
phased where logistically possible to minimize the duration at any location so as to 
lessen the effects of construction on the surrounding communities.” 

Nonetheless, the estimated duration for executing the Denton Avenue Bridge (Activity 33) in the 
proposed construction schedule is optimistically chosen and the shorter and approximate duration 
of 4 months is assigned to this activity as opposed to most-likely or conservative durations that 
could be used.   

Section D in Chapter 13 of the DEIS states that “it is conservatively assumed that construction of 
the Proposed Project would take approximately four years”; nonetheless, the DEIS does not 
demonstrate that the proposed construction schedule is prepared using a conservative approach.  
The estimated activity durations could be determined based on a time-cost trade-off analysis to 
demonstrate reasonableness of activity durations given the estimated total cost of the project.  

In addition, a schedule risk analysis is not provided along with the proposed construction schedule 
and as such, it is unclear if the estimated activity durations are risk-adjusted to ensure adequate 
durations are assigned to each project activity in light of the risks that may adversely influence the 
project schedule over the course of the project.4 In addition to contingency reserves, management 
reserves5 may also be used to address unidentified risks.  

As with all major site work projects, the potential for differing site conditions exist.  The DEIS 
acknowledges this risk on Page 13-3: 

“Given the past land use history of this area, contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater may be encountered.” 

                                                      
4 Attara (2015) found that correlation exists between the cost overrun of railroad bridge construction projects and 
certain key factors. Examples include track outage constraints restricting work schedule, delay in obtaining 
necessary approvals, right-of-way permits and site access approval, restricted working schedules, unforeseen field 
conditions, design changes, and delay of long lead fabrication and delivery times. Since these issues are expected to 
adversely affect the Project, it is reasonable to build more contingency reserves into the schedule to ensure adequate 
time is allowed in the schedule to respond to potential risk factors. A contingency reserve is typically applied to 
duration estimates to protect the schedule against identified risks, likely changes in scope or changed conditions. 
Collins and Rowe (2005) identified utility relocation, unforeseen site conditions, unfavorable regulatory decisions, 
design and management services, and real estate acquisition among the key risk factors, in order of cost impact, that 
adversely affect transit projects; and stated the following:  besides the typical risks present in capital improvement 
projects, transit projects present a unique combination of challenges arising from their large size, extensive utility 
relocation effort, massive right-of-way acquisition phase, and considerable scrutiny by agencies, municipalities, and 
the public. (p. PM.15.6). Collins and Rowe (2005) added: With an understanding of the unique aspects of transit 
projects, project managers can seek to mitigate risks where possible, and to build sufficient contingency into 
baseline budgets to offset those that remain. By addressing the risks, transit project managers can reap the rewards 
of successful on time and on budget project delivery. (p. PM.15.6). 
5 The PMBOK Guide (PMI, 2013) defines management reserve as follows: Management reserves are a specified 
amount of the project duration withheld for management control purposes and are reserved for unforeseen work 
that is within scope of the project. Management reserves are intended to address the "unknown-unknowns" 
{unidentified risks} that can affect a project. Management reserve is not included in the schedule baseline, but it is 
part of the overall project duration requirements. Depending on contract terms, use of management reserves may 
require a change to the schedule baseline. 
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Soil conditions are critical to the schedule for a project such as the Proposed Project.  Soil 
excavation rates can vary considerably based on subsurface conditions.  The DEIS acknowledges 
the subsurface investigation have not been performed in any of the Proposed Project areas.  The 
final design, and thus the construction requirements, for the Proposed Project will heavily depend 
on the results of the subsurface investigations.  As such, it is unclear how the DEIS determined the 
construction durations for this work.  Not knowing the existing conditions at each of the proposed 
sites presents a significant schedule risk.  

Similarly, the presence of unknown existing utilities is highly probable given the project area.  It is 
extremely likely that the design-build contractor will encounter previously unidentified utilities 
during the course of the construction.  When this occurs, work in the particular area must stop until 
an action plan is developed and can be implemented.  It is very common for existing utility surveys 
to omit certain work that exists in the area.  These occurrences can significantly impact the project 
schedule in multiple ways.  

The DEIS also notes that a survey for Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) has not yet been 
conducted.  Depending on the results of such a survey, significant abatement work may or may not 
be required. These unknown conditions pose significant schedule risk that is not acknowledged in 
the DEIS.  

 Grade Crossing Elimination Options – The schedule does not identify the time impact of 
pursuing alternative options that are being considered for grade crossing eliminations.  The DEIS 
indicates that alternative plans are being considered at the grade crossings.  For instance, the DEIS 
provides two alternative plans to execute the South 12th Street Crossing (Option 1 is permanent 
crossing closure with pedestrian bridge, and Option 2 is a one-way underpass with sidewalk and 
pedestrian bridge).  However, the DEIS document does not identify the time impact of these 
alternative plans being considered. Since work quantities vary depending on the alternative plan 
that will be chosen in each location, it is important to identify the time impact of pursuing each 
option. 

5.4 Additional Documentation Needed 
Based on the foregoing, the following additional documents are needed to support the details provided in 
the proposed construction schedule: 

 The schedule basis memorandum 
 A complete listing of the estimated physical work quantities (i.e., preliminary quantity takeoff) 
 A preliminary project cost estimate prepared based on a work breakdown structure (WBS) 
 Schedule risk assessment report  

5.5 Conclusions 
The recognition of unique aspects of transit projects, such as challenges with constructing the civil and 
systems infrastructure, acquiring right-of-way, and relocating utilities, as well as associated schedule and 
cost risks, early in project development, is crucial to successful project delivery.  The review of the DEIS 
and the proposed construction schedule contained in Chapter 13 of the DEIS finds that the basis of the 
proposed construction schedule is not properly supported or documented, and the DEIS provides neither a 
complete listing of the estimated physical work quantities (i.e., preliminary quantity takeoff) nor a 
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preliminary project cost estimate to identify the levels of effort required to complete each section of the 
project.  This review further finds that the claimed conservativeness of the proposed schedule is not 
established and that more contingency reserves should be built into the proposed construction schedule.  
The reasonableness of the proposed construction schedule and overall estimated project duration cannot 
properly be assessed until the shortcomings outlined in the DEIS are remedied.  

Because the Villages will experience a wide array of impacts such as noise and traffic impacts during the 
construction of the Proposed Project, understanding the duration of these impacts is critical to determining 
incremental impacts on the affected communities.  Because the DEIS does not demonstrate that the schedule 
was developed using standard scheduling techniques and practices appropriate for a project that is at the 
preliminary design stage, the schedule presented in the DEIS cannot be viewed as reliable.  For this reason, 
the DEIS does not adequately identify the duration of the construction impacts to be experienced by the 
Villages. 
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 Traffic 
This section of the DEIS review was prepared by NV5 under subcontract to VERTEX. 

6.1 Documents Reviewed 
 The following documents were reviewed to assess the adequacy of the traffic analysis provided in 

the DEIS: 
o DEIS Chapters: 

 Executive Summary 
 Chapter 10 – Transportation 
 Chapter 13 – Construction 
 Appendix 1-A - Preliminary Engineering Technical Memo (Pages 166-170) 
 Appendix 10 – Transportation 
 Appendix 13 – Construction 

o LIRR Expansion Project – Ridership Forecast Methodology & Analysis (undated) 

6.2 Reviews Conducted/Evaluations Performed 
 Overall Traffic Analysis 
 Anticipated Growth in Peak Hour Ridership 
 Bus Operations 
 Vehicle Crash Frequency 
 Overall Parking Analysis 
 At Grade Crossing Elimination Review 

o Existing Traffic Counts 
o Study Area 
o Volume Comparisons 
o Level of Service Analysis 
o Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 Covert Avenue & Jericho Turnpike 
 New Hyde Park & Jericho Turnpike 
 New Hyde Park Road & Clinch Avenue 
 New Hyde Park Road & Plaza Avenue 
 Emergency Access at South 12th Street 

 Construction Level of Service Analysis 
o New Hyde Park Road Crossing Elimination 
o Covert Avenue Crossing Elimination 
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6.3 Discussion of Findings 

6.3.1 Overall Traffic Analysis 

Page 10-35 of the DEIS indicates that significant traffic impacts are defined as increases in vehicular delays 
in excess of 10 seconds where conditions are at unacceptable Level of Service and that this threshold is 
consistent with the methodology used in the LIRR’s East Side Access Project.  While this Level of Service 
threshold may be appropriate for New York City based traffic analyses, Level of Service criteria consistent 
with the requirements of Nassau County and their constituent agencies should be utilized to determine 
mitigation thresholds. (Note: this may result in more lenient criteria, since NYC is typically known for more 
stringent impact criteria.) 

The Build Condition traffic methodology states that projections include additional commuter trips by car 
that park at the station, with a footnote that the study will be updated once parking plan is complete.  The 
changes to findings based on the parking plan cannot be estimated based on the available information. 

Caption from DEIS Page 10-35 

 

Because the parking plan has not been updated, the projections used in the traffic impact analyses are 
incomplete and do not identify the associated traffic impacts created by the Proposed Project.  Since impacts 
are not adequately identified, then there is no basis to determine whether currently proposed mitigation 
measures are adequate or if additional mitigation is necessary. 

6.3.2 Anticipated Growth in Peak Hour Ridership 

Page 10-13 of the DEIS states “With the Proposed Project…peak direction ridership would not increase,” 
and instead assumes that all anticipated ridership growth will occur whether the project is constructed or 
not.  Contrary to this assumption, Page 10-14 of the DEIS states “the Proposed Project improvements are 
fundamental to sustaining the ridership forecasts.”  These statements/assumptions are inherently in conflict 
and indicate that the traffic analysis is flawed.  Since the Proposed Project is what is making the anticipated 
ridership growth possible, including anticipated growth associated with the East Side Access project, at 
least some portion of the projected ridership growth should be considered as part of the 2020 and 2040 
Build Conditions, and mitigated as appropriate.  Furthermore, Page 10-14 of the DEIS goes on to state 
“…there is also further potential for additional ridership growth as a result of improved on-time 
performance.”  This additional ridership growth was not considered in the DEIS and mitigation measures 
associated with any growth in ridership due to increased on-time performance were not considered. 

Because the anticipated ridership growth has not been accounted for, the traffic impact analyses is 
incomplete and does not identify the associated traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 

Furthermore, the analysis methodology for the 2020 and 2040 Build Condition, as shown in the first caption 
below, states that there will be additional trips with the project.   Also, as shown in the second caption 
below, the volumes estimated are unrealistically low to support a credible traffic impact analysis.  For 
example, the analysis assumes zero additional taxi trips. 
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There is no discussion of Floral Park in any of the traffic analysis. 

Caption from DEIS Page 10-52 

 

Caption from DEIS Page 10-53 

 

Caption from DEIS Page 10-14 

 

6.3.3 Bus Operations 

Page 10-2 of the DEIS acknowledges that changes to the Nassau Inter-County Express (NICE) bus service 
could be required due to the increased ridership associated with the Proposed Project, but no formal analysis 
of these impacts was conducted in the traffic analysis.   Increased bus operations, with stop and start service 
in congested areas, such as Floral Park, New Hyde Park and Garden City, can have a significant adverse 
impact on traffic flow, particularly during peak hours.  Yet, despite the DEIS’s acknowledgment that bus 
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operations would increase, the issue is not even addressed, let alone studied.  The LIRR and their design 
team should have, at a minimum, explored with NICE staff that there are no impediments to increasing bus 
service should the Proposed Project move forward, and addressed any adverse impacts to the transportation 
system as a result of additional buses. 

Because discussions with NICE are not presented in the DEIS, the traffic impact analysis is incomplete 
since it does not identify the impacts caused by increased bus traffic associated with the Proposed Project, 
nor identify mitigation measures that should be implemented to address those as yet unidentified impacts. 

6.3.4 Vehicle Crash Frequency 

Table 10-41 on Page 10-77 of the DEIS enumerates the number of crashes at a number of locations along 
the rail corridor, but only discusses a reduction in train related crashes anticipated by the closure of the at-
grade rail crossings.  The DEIS does not discuss the impact of the project on any other crash types within 
the Study Area such as potential increases in vehicular crash rates due to the changes in traffic patterns 
associated with the Proposed Project, such as the rerouting of traffic from South 12th Street to Covert 
Avenue and New Hyde Park Road with the closure of the South 12th Street at grade rail crossing.  This 
includes both temporary crash impacts during construction and permanent impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project.  

Because an analysis of the changes in crash patterns are not presented in the DEIS, the traffic impact 
analysis is incomplete since it does not identify the crash rate impacts associated with the Proposed Project, 
nor identify mitigation measures that should be implemented to address those as yet undetermined crash 
rate impacts. 

6.3.5 Overall Parking Analysis 

Comparing the text on Page 10-67 and Table 10-37 of the DEIS, there are discrepancies in Table 10-37.  
There are a total of 637 spaces available for commuters, including on-street and off-street spaces.  Table 
10-37 of the DEIS shows all spaces as Off-Street Spaces, while some of these are actually on-street 
spaces, and spaces beneath the station.  These discrepancies should be addressed and the corrected 
information provided for further review to determine if adequate on street parking is available at the 
Floral Park Station. 

Page 10-70 of the DEIS states that the project is not anticipated to increase the need for parking, even 
though additional trains and additional ridership are anticipated, since the additional eastbound trains 
would reduce the overall parking need.  This is counterintuitive.   A parking analysis was not provided to 
justify this statement, and should be provided to explain how adding trains and patrons can result in 
decreased parking demand.  In addition, Tables 10-38 and 10-39 both show projected additional demands, 
as shown in DEIS Tables 10-38 and 10-39 provided below, further undermining the claimed assumptions 
regarding parking needs.  Furthermore, the design for the Proposed Project includes new parking facilities 
at various stations (i.e., New Hyde Park, Mineola, Westbury, and Hicksville) indicating that demand for 
parking is increasing.   

Finally, the East Side Access comes on line in 2022/2023 and the increment due to that improvement is 
not reflected in 2020 projections. 
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Note: An EIS evaluates impacts between a “No-Build” and “Build”, so it could be argued that the 
Proposed Project is not the cause of these increased demands, therefore the projected shortfalls will exist 
with, or without the Proposed Project.  However, as discussed above, DEIS itself acknowledges that the 
Proposed Project is fundamental to sustained ridership growth.  Therefore, additional parking demand 
should be considered “an impact” associated with the Proposed Project. 

DEIS Tables 10-38 and 10-39: 2020 and 2040 Parking Demand without Proposed Project 

 

Table 10-38 on Page 10-70 of the DEIS, provided above, identifies projected parking shortfalls at New 
Hyde Park and Merillon Avenue, as well as other stations along the corridor in 2020 which are not 
ameliorated by the Proposed Project.  Page 10-73 of the DEIS identified a number of potential measures 
to increase parking, such as “restriping of existing surface parking lots” or “construction of parking 
garages atop existing surface lots” to address the projected parking shortfall, but fails to include these 
measures in the Proposed Project.  If the identified measures to increase parking are necessary to address 
the parking shortfall, they should be included in the Proposed Project. 

Table 10-39 on Page 10-72 of the DEIS identifies substantial parking shortfalls at each of the stations 
reviewed, regardless of the construction of the Proposed Project.  Only some of these shortfalls are 
mitigated by the Proposed Project.  The traffic analysis does not indicate if this parking shortfall was 
accounted for in the trip assignment process.  If trips associated with future growth cannot utilize the 
existing/proposed parking facilities, they will need to seek parking elsewhere.  The traffic impacts 
associated with those vehicles traveling to and from alternative parking spaces in areas where parking is 
over capacity was not addressed by the DEIS. 

The proposed design appears to potentially impact several parking spaces at the east of the Floral Park 
Station beneath the elevated tracks.  Approximately 16 spaces may be impacted as shown in the Figure 
6.1.  Figure 6.1 identifies a highlighted the area, and a corresponding photograph taken by NV5 during a 
field visit to the Floral Park Station.  The source file showing the track work is from the Conceptual 
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Design Plans in the DEIS (Drawing Nos. T-PP-001 to T-PP-002).  The loss of these parking spaces is not 
addressed in the DEIS, nor is any mitigation proposed to replace the parking spaces that will be lost. 

Figure 6.1 – Floral Park Station Parking 

 

6.3.6 At Grade Crossing Elimination Review 

6.3.6.1 Existing Traffic Counts 

Page 10-19 of the DEIS states that counts were conducted in May 2016 but the DEIS does not provide 
any details on the dates and times traffic counts were performed.  Also, there is no information on rail 
conditions during the counts, i.e., service disruptions that could have affected traffic conditions in the 
vicinity of the rail station.   

6.3.6.2 Study Area 

The DEIS did not select any intersections on 6th Avenue between Covert Avenue and New Hyde Park 
Road in New Hyde Park as part of the Study Area; however, based on a comparison of the No-Build 
Condition to Build Condition traffic volumes, significant site-related traffic is directed to these segments 
of 6th Avenue as part of the Proposed Project. 

Because 6th Avenue is not studied, the traffic impact analyses are incomplete and do not identify the 
associated traffic impacts created by the Proposed Project on 6th Avenue. 

6.3.6.3 Volume Comparisons 

There appears to be major discrepancies in the routing of vehicles when comparing the No-Build 
Condition to Build Condition peak-hour volumes for the New Hyde Park volume figures (i.e., Pages 12 
vs. 19 and 13 vs. 20 of Appendix 10 of the DEIS).  Volumes frequently do not track between intersections 
with vehicles getting ‘lost’ between study locations.  For instance, as indicated in Figure 6.2 and Figure 
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6.3 the 2040 No Build PM Peak Hour Condition volume figure indicates that 1,331 vehicles leave the 
intersection of Jericho Turnpike and Covert Ave traveling eastbound (7+1138+186) and 1,467 vehicles 
(1382+85) arrive at Jericho Turnpike and South 12th Street eastbound for a net difference of 136 vehicles.  
In the 2040 PM Option 1 Build Condition, volume figure, the net difference between intersections 
decreases to 58.  (1117+233+7-1409-6=58).    Either there are numerical errors in the calculations which 
must be rectified to ensure the conclusions made are valid or traffic is projected to utilize the side streets 
between Covert Ave and South 12th Street, necessitating the need for additional study locations. 

A second example of this discrepancy occurs on Covert Avenue southbound between Jericho Turnpike 
and 2nd Avenue in the 2020 AM scenarios.  In the No-Build Condition, there is a 5-vehicle difference 
between the two intersections (184+17+173-7-368-4=-5), whereas in the Build Condition there is a 79-
vehicle discrepancy (188+17+195-468-11=-79).   Overall, it appears substantial amounts of traffic 
associated with the Proposed Project were routed to streets and intersections not studied in the DEIS.  
Additional study locations and analysis are required to determine if the traffic routed through these 
locations will have an adverse effect on traffic conditions with the Proposed Project. 

Because of these discrepancies, the traffic impact analyses are incomplete.  As a result, it is not possible 
to confirm if the DEIS has identified all traffic impacts created by the Proposed Projector the appropriate 
mitigation measures.  

6.3.6.4 Level of Service Analysis 

Raw traffic count data and Synchro reports were not provided with the DEIS.  Since this information was 
not provided, it is not possible to ascertain how, or even if, pedestrian movements were accounted for in 
the analysis.  Not only should existing pedestrian movements be considered, but pedestrian volumes 
should also be increased comparable to the projected ridership increases for non-motorized modes of 
transportation approaching the station.  This information should have been disclosed in the DEIS.   

Because the information was not provided, the validity of the traffic impact analyses for the Proposed 
Project could not be confirmed. 

6.3.6.5 Proposed Mitigation Measures 

In addition to the review of the traffic volumes, NV5 also reviewed the proposed mitigation measures.  
The mitigation measures identified may not be appropriate or adequate once revisions to the traffic 
volumes are completed and the analysis revised accordingly. 

 Covert Avenue and Jericho Turnpike (New Hyde Park) 

The DEIS recommends modifying the southbound approach (the Dunkin Donuts Driveway) at Covert 
Avenue and Jericho Turnpike ingress only and forcing all exiting traffic to use North Sixth Street, which 
permits right turns only onto Jericho Turnpike.  Vehicles exiting the Dunkin Donuts wishing to turn left 
or go straight would need to use Brooklyn Avenue to Lakeville Road.  Chapter 10 of the DEIS does not 
provide any analysis of the effects this rerouting of traffic will have on the adjacent street network.   
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 New Hyde Park Road and Jericho Turnpike (New Hyde Park, and proximate to Garden City) 

The DEIS recommends signal timing adjustments at New Hyde Park and Jericho Turnpike in conjunction 
with the prohibition of parking immediately adjacent to the Jericho Turnpike approaches to the 
intersection.  While the details of the Level of Service analysis could not be reviewed since only Level of 
Service summary tables were provided in the DEIS, it is unlikely that elimination of parking in close 
proximity to the signal will provide a measurable improvement in traffic operations.  A study of the 
number of parking maneuvers in the areas in question should be conducted to determine the extent 
vehicles pulling into and out of parking spaces effects traffic flow in these areas during peak hours. 

 New Hyde Park Road and Clinch Avenue (Garden City, and proximate to New Hyde Park) 

Drawing DWG GCC05 provided in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS indicates that the intersection of New 
Hyde Park Road and Clinch Avenue would be signalized as part of Alternative 2. (Referred to as Build 
Option 1 in Chapter 10 of the DEIS) but the intersection is not proposed for signalization as part of 
Alternative 1, Drawing DWG GCC04 in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS (Referred to as Build Option 2 in 
Chapter 10 of the DEIS). Given that the primary difference in road geometry between Build Options 1 
and 2 is only the addition of a second southbound through lane, it is unclear why a signal would be 
warranted with one southbound through lane but not with two lanes.  A traffic signal should be 
considered at this location for either Build Option. 

 New Hyde Park Road and Plaza Avenue (New Hyde Park, and proximate to Garden City) 

Drawing DWG GCC04 provided in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS indicates a traffic signal to be constructed 
at New Hyde Park Road and Plaza Avenue as part of Alternatives 1 and 2.  Despite major work planned 
for this area as part of the Proposed Project, no information or traffic analysis of this intersection is 
provided in Chapter 10 of the DEIS, and it is unclear if this intersection will operate at an acceptable 
Level of Service as a signalized intersection.   

 Emergency Access at South 12th Street (New Hyde Park) 

The South 12th Street at grade crossing is the only crossing within the Proposed Project that is proposed to 
be closed, either partially or completely as part of the Proposed Project.  Page 10-64 of the DEIS states 
that “emergency vehicle response times will “remain comparable …or improve with mitigation measures 
as proposed above implemented.”  The analysis presented supporting this conclusion is for the morning 
and evening peak hours, when rail traffic can reduce the ability of emergency vehicles to cross the tracks.   
The additional travel time to utilize Covert Avenue or New Hyde Park Road in lieu of South 12th Street is 
offset during peak hours by the benefit of having grade-separated rail crossings at these locations.  An 
analysis of off peak travel times (when trains do not block the crossings) should be performed to ensure 
that the additional distance required to divert from South 12th Street to either Covert Avenue or New 
Hyde Park Road does not adversely affect emergency response times outside peak hours. 

6.3.7 Construction Level of Service Analysis 

Appendix 13 provides only Level of Service summary tables for the traffic analysis associated with the 
construction impacts associated with the elimination of the seven at grade rail crossings.   The 
construction impacts associated with the addition of the third track, including the modifications to the 
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existing bridges as part of the third track addition were not studied.  Lane closures, detours, and other 
traffic control measures will need to be implemented to construct the widening of these structures, 
impacting traffic patterns on the adjacent communities.  The DEIS is deficient as no analysis of these 
impacts is provided. 

With regard to the construction analysis that was provided, a thorough review of the traffic analysis 
cannot be made without the appropriate technical backup, which is not provided with the DEIS.  Many of 
the technical concerns identified previously in this section with regard to the Chapter 10 traffic analysis 
directly apply to the construction impact analysis.  Of primary concern is that traffic associated with the 
necessary detours during construction was routed to intersections not studied, understating the impact of 
the construction to the local street network6.  

6.3.7.1 New Hyde Park Road Crossing Elimination 

Page 13-34 of the DEIS states that traffic diverted from Clinch Avenue to New Hyde Park Road during 
the New Hyde Park Road crossing elimination would do so via both Stewart Avenue and Stratford 
Avenue; however, only impacts associated with Stewart Avenue were analyzed.  Impacts associated with 
Stratford Avenue are unknown and could result in the need for additional intersection improvements such 
as widening or signalization. 

Page 13-35 of the DEIS indicates that conditions at the New Hyde Park Road during construction of the 
grade separation would degrade to Level of Service F and does not propose any mitigation for this 
degradation.   The impacts of operating at a Level of Service F, such as extensive queuing and its related 
safety impacts should be addressed.  Additional mitigation measures, such as additional widening should 
be identified to mitigate the proposed impacts. 

6.3.7.2 Covert Avenue Crossing Elimination 

Page 13-35 of the DEIS states that traffic diverted from Covert Avenue during the Covert Avenue 
crossing elimination would do so via both Jericho Turnpike and First Avenue; however, only impacts 
associated with Jericho Turnpike were considered.  Impacts associated with First Avenue are unknown 
and could result in the need for additional intersection improvements such as widening or signalization. 

Page 13-36 of the DEIS identified improvements at Jericho Turnpike and South 12th Street in an effort to 
mitigate adverse impacts associated with the Covert Avenue crossing elimination; however, these 
mitigation measures appear to be impractical or counterproductive.  The proposed mitigation includes 
restriping of the westbound approach to reduce the through lanes from 11 feet to 10 feet in an effort to 

                                                      
6 Floral Park had requested that the following intersections be studied in its comments to the scoping document:  

 Tulip Ave. & Plainfield Ave. 
 Magnolia Ave. & Plainfield Ave. 
 Charles St. & Plainfield Ave 
 Tulip Ave & Jericho Turnpike 
 Covert Ave. & Tulip Ave. 
 Carnation Ave. & Plainfield Ave. 
 Stewart St. & Plainfield Ave. 
 Terrace Ave. & Plainfield Ave. 
 South Tyson Ave. & Atlantic Ave./Woodbine Court 
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provide an additional 2 feet of width for the left turn lane.   While in theory, this may increase the 
capacity of the left turn lane slightly, this change will result in a misalignment of the Jericho Turnpike 
through lanes and could produce a geometric deficiency, resulting in impacts that would more than offset 
any perceived benefit to the left turn movement, potentially worsening the operation of the intersection 
instead of improving it.  Varying widths of travel lanes between intersections in an attempt to achieve 
minor adjustments in capacity is inconsistent AASHTO design recommendations.  Additional mitigation 
measures recommended include modifying lane widths on the eastbound approach to allow the addition 
of an eastbound right turn lane.  However, this mitigation measure will adversely impact the access to the 
local businesses and eliminate parking. 

Page 13-36 of the DEIS identified improvements at Jericho Turnpike and New Hyde Park Road to 
mitigate adverse impacts associated with the Covert Avenue crossing elimination; specifically, to restripe 
the roadway to provide narrower lanes on Jericho Turnpike to provide dedicated right turn lanes.  
However, this improvement will impact the access to the local businesses and eliminate parking. 

Page 13-36 of the DEIS states that as part of the Covert Avenue crossing elimination, at the intersection 
of New Hyde Park Road and Stewart Avenue, the southbound (New Hyde Park Road) approach would be 
degraded to a failing Levels of Service without any mitigation recommended.  The impacts of operating at 
a Level of Service F, such as extensive queuing and its related safety impacts should be addressed.  
Additional mitigation measures, such as additional widening should be identified to mitigate the proposed 
impacts. 

Page 13-36 of the DEIS states that as part of the Covert Avenue crossing elimination, at the intersection 
of Stewart Avenue and South 12th Street, a temporary traffic signal is proposed to mitigate impacts.  
Since no Syncho analysis was provided, it cannot be confirmed the effect of an additional signal on 
Stewart Avenue including any impacts to progression was considered.  Also, since no analysis was 
provided for the other side streets approaching Stewart Avenue, additional mitigation may be required at 
these locations. 

6.4 Additional Documentation Needed 
The DEIS is deficient because it fails to include information critical to reviewing the traffic impact 
analysis, including: 

 Technical Backup for Traffic Analysis (Chapters 10 and 13) 
 Original traffic count sheets including both vehicular and pedestrian counts 
 Field sketches utilized to populate Synchro Model parameters (i.e. lane widths, turn restrictions) 
 Synchro reports including model inputs and Level of Service summaries 
 Trip Generation and Distribution spreadsheets detailing the routing/rerouting of traffic through 

the Study Area 
 Traffic signal plans and timing directives to compare Synchro inputs 
 Future Parking Plan 

6.5 Conclusions 
The deficiencies identified below question the accuracy and adequacy of the traffic analysis contained in 
Chapters 10 and 13 of the DEIS for the Proposed Project.   The concerns raised herewith center on five 
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key issues which result in either an understatement or a misrepresentation of impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project.  Specifically: 

 Ridership Increases considered as No-Build Condition – The DEIS assumes that increases in peak 
direction ridership will occur without the Proposed Project, even though it states that the 
Proposed Project is required to realize these increases.  The DEIS understates the impacts of the 
project by not providing mitigation for impacts based on these ridership increases.  In addition, 
there are conflicting statements throughout the DEIS regarding increases in ridership and 
associated parking and traffic demands. 

 Numerical discrepancies in analysis question applicability of results – The DEIS has a number of 
technical discrepancies with regard to traffic volumes and trip routing that must be addressed 
before accurate conclusions can be drawn.  Inaccurate traffic volumes can understate existing 
conditions and understate the required improvements. 

 Traffic Study locations do not include all affected intersections – The DEIS routes traffic through 
intersections that have not been studied, thereby understating or ignoring the impacts of the 
Proposed Project by failing to address problems caused by the project at these intersections.  This 
comment applies to the Build Condition, as well as Construction condition.  In addition, there is 
no discussion or analysis of the Floral Park and Merillon Avenue Stations. 

 Study Periods – 2023 should be added as an analysis year, since that is when increases are 
expected due to East Side Access. 

 Recommended mitigation measures are impractical – At some locations the DEIS recommends 
minor operational changes to address off site impacts which are inconsistent with current design 
standards and accepted practices.  These mitigation measures will not satisfactorily address the 
impacts to traffic during construction and during the operational period after the completion of 
the construction of the Proposed Project. 

While there are many issues which affect Floral Park, New Hyde Park, and Garden City specifically, 
below are key traffic issues in each Village that should be addressed: 

 Floral Park – There is an unmitigated loss of 16 station parking spaces as a result of 3rd track 
construction. 

 New Hyde Park – 6th Avenue between Covert and New Hyde Park was not analyzed to identify 
potential traffic impacts of the Proposed Project. 

 Garden City – During the New Hyde Park Road crossing elimination, no measures are proposed 
to mitigate the construction impacts including failing levels of service on New Hyde Park Road. 
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Figure 6.2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.3 
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Attachment C: Major Construction Locations 
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11.22.16

Figure 1-20
LIRR Expansion Project
Floral Park to Hicksville

Rendering: Covert Avenue Grade Crossing

Two-Way Underpass with Sidewalk, LIRR Tracks Raised Several Feet
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Figure 1-21
LIRR Expansion Project
Floral Park to Hicksville

Rendering: Covert Avenue Grade Crossing

Two-Way Underpass with Sidewalk, LIRR Tracks Raised Several Feet
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Figure 1-25
LIRR Expansion Project
Floral Park to Hicksville

Rendering: South 12th Street Grade Crossing

Option 1: Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge
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Figure 1-26
LIRR Expansion Project
Floral Park to Hicksville

Rendering: South 12th Street Grade Crossing

Option 2: One-Way Underpass with Sidewalk
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Figure 1-30
LIRR Expansion Project
Floral Park to Hicksville

Rendering: New Hyde Park Road Grade Crossing

Option 1: Five-Lane Underpass with Kiss and Ride Northwest of Tracks
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Figure 1-31
LIRR Expansion Project
Floral Park to Hicksville

Rendering: New Hyde Park Road Grade Crossing

Option 2: Four-Lane Underpass with Kiss and Ride Southwest of Tracks Substation
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VERTEX was asked by Beveridge & Diamond to research several other aspects of the Proposed Project.  
The following provides the results of this additional research: 
 

 Freight: 
 VERTEX reviewed the preliminary design for the Proposed Project to evaluate if 

the design would meet freight standards.  Based on VERTEX’s review of the 
design criteria provided in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS: 

 E80 Loading Standard is being used for the design of the rail.  This 
standard will accommodate freight rail and commuter rail. 

 VERTEX also reviewed whether clearance at certain locations along the main 
line will increase based on the preliminary design.  Based on VERTEX’s review 
of the design criteria and design plans provided in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS: 

 20 feet, 9 inches is the absolute minimum allowed vertical clearances. 
 22 feet is the stated desirable vertical clearance. 
 18.5 to 20 feet is the height range for three different configurations of 

double-stack rail cars specified by CSX Corporation which is one of the 
freight rail companies serving metro New York City and likely to 
provide interchange services with the Proposed Project. 

 The current bridge clearance for the LIRR line that is the subject of the 
Proposed Project presently meets the criteria allowing shipment of 
double-stack rail cars. 

 Visual: 
 VERTEX reviewed where in the Study Area the elevation of the track 

infrastructure will increase.  Based on VERTEX’s review of the design plans 
provided in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS: 

 The proposed track from Tyson Ave to Sycamore Ave will be 2.5 feet 
above the current track elevation. 

 The proposed track from 4th Street to 10th Street will be 5 feet above the 
current track elevation.  It appears that this elevation increase is part of 
the grade separation proposed at Covert Avenue. 

 A graphic representation of the raised track segments is provided in the 
Exhibit A at the end of this section. 

 VERTEX also reviewed where in the Study Area LIRR intends to put in 
retaining walls, and to the extent possible, whether the retaining wall will go 
right up to the ROW/property line.  Based on VERTEX’s review of the design 
plans provided in Appendix 1-A of the DEIS: 

 There are retaining walls proposed nearly continuously on the southern 
ROW line from Plainfield Avenue to Denton Avenue. 

 There is conflicting information on whether retaining walls will be 
placed along the northern ROW line 
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 A graphic representation of the proposed retaining walls is provided in 
the Exhibit B at the end of this section. 

Traffic Restrictions: 

 VERTEX reviewed the Proposed Project design as provided in the DEIS to 
determine if commercial traffic into/out of commercial areas may be restricted.  
Based on VERTEX’s review of the design criteria provided in Appendix 1-A of 
the DEIS: 

 The specified minimum bridge clearance for vehicular traffic crossings 
under the Proposed Project is 14 feet, 6 inches.  This height stated in the 
DEIS is to accommodate tractor trailer configurations using 53 foot 
trailers. 

 Travel lanes specified to be 11 feet in width with an allowance to 
decrease where needed to 10 width constrains (slows) the movement of 
tractor trailer configurations, but does not eliminate such traffic from 
travel through those underpasses. 
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Exhibit A: Track Elevation 
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Exhibit B: Retaining Wall Exhibit 
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Michael G. Murphy
15th Floor

477 Madison Avenue
New York, NY 10022-5802

Direct. (212) 702-5436
Fax:(212) 702-5450

February 14, 2017

Via FedEx and Email (info(a,amodernli.com)

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 1143 5

Re: Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project —Draft Environmental Impact
Statement ("DEIS"): MTA/LIRR's Failure to Bring Floral Park Station in
Compliance the Americans with Disabilities Act

Dear Mr. Dumas:

The letter is being submitted on behalf of the Incorporated Village of Floral Park. Floral
Park has joined with the Incorporated Villages Garden City and New Hyde Park to submit
combined comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") issued by the
Metropolitan Transit Authority ("MTA")/Long Island Rail Road ("LIRR") concerning the
proposed Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project —Floral Park to Hicksville ("Project"). This
submission concerns an issue of unique importance to Floral Park. Specifically, it addresses
MTA/LIRR's continuing disregard for the Floral Park community and its failure to bring the
Floral Park Station into compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA") standards.

The issue is not new. Village officials and community representatives have long called
upon MTA/LIRR to bring the Floral Park Station into compliance with the ADA. Those calls
have been repeated in every meeting between Floral Park officials and MTA/LIRR
representatives since this Project was announced. It was greatly frustrating when these same
officials started to hear rumors suggesting otherwise. Those rumors were false.

Trustee Dr. Lynn Pombonyo submitted a statement for the record during the SEQRA
scoping process that "since the Floral Park station is not handicapped accessible, the DEIS must
also address ADA compliance. The only elevator is built for freight and is currently in disrepair.

'~`~ias~ic~~+~r~, ~. 6ar~~~an~ r~ ~1~~~ ~c~s~s~cl~~se~~~ ~`Jv~ ~rs~~y~ `~a.~ li~r~ic~
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It is our expectation that all of the public hearing comments and concerns will be given
significant attention in the upcoming DEIS." Mayor Thomas Tweedy made it clear in his
statement at the DEIS hearings that "independent of this project" MTA/LIRR was under an
obligation to "implement[ ]improvements at the Floral Park Station to make it fully compliant
with the ADA standards.1 To repeat, at every meeting about this Project between Village
officials and MTA/LIRR, the issue of ADA noncompliance has been raised. No Village Trustee
or official has ever wavered or backed down from this position.

This is personal for many Floral Park residents. George Lawlor, a longtime resident of
Floral Park, submitted written comments to the DEIS (copy attached hereto) . He recounts how
his disabled daughter was forced to make her way to Queens to catch an express bus to get to
work in the City because the Floral Park Station was inaccessible for her, He states: "This is
unacceptable as it is hindering her as well as many other disabled and elderly residents."

I was present at the January 19th afternoon session of the DEIS hearings when Floral Park
resident and Hillcrest Civic Association President, Nadia H. Ortiz, spoke eloquently on this
issue. Her full statement is available online,2 but several points she made are worth repeating
here

TI P ~~7 hillinn ~nl 5-x(119 MTA C'ar~ital PrnQ-ram way annrnvPri l~v tl~P l~/fTA_~_ .,._ , ~____~__ _.. _ ~ _.. _ _ _._ _ _ _ ~....r..__...._ _ _ ~a_...._s_ ...,_~ ....r.t._ ~ . --,- ~ ---- _._ _ _ _

Board on Apri120, 2016 with objectives that include enhancements such as
ADA ~ompliance3 yet the Floral Park train stat~o~ is not dart of the equation. .
..The New Hyde Park Station, Merillon Avenue Station, Mineola Station,
Carle Place Station, and Westbury Station are ALL being brought up to ADA
compliance under this ambitious enterprise, but this plan starts just east of the
Floral Park station. And as most recently as January 10 of the new year,
Governor Cuomo announced an additional $120 million to "enhance" 16 train
stations in Nassau and Suffolk counties with state-of the-art technology
including new facilities, Wi-Fi, charging stations, public art, new platform
waiting areas, general station renovations and improved signage. But the
Floral Park train station will remain in the 1960's with no ADA compliance.

Our train station is 5 8 years old and has NEVER seen an improvement or
renovation project. The facade is crumbling, concrete is breaking away, and
rust can be seen from top to bottom. Access to the tracks are by 12 metal
staircases, each comprised of 40 steps from street to track level. One escalator,
for platform B, leads to one westbound track on the Hempstead line and one
eastbound track on the Mainline. There is no public elevator.
...
If I might cite some statistics about Floral Park residents from the 2010 US

1 Available at htt~://fpvillage.org/w~-content/uploads/2017/01/Statement-from-Mayor-Tweedy.~df

2 Available at htt~://f~village.or~/wp-content/uplo~.ds/2017/0 1 /Statement-from-Hillcrest-President-Nadia-
HolubnyczXi_ Ortiz.~df
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Census. The population was approximately 16,000. Of that, 2,348 were over
the age of 65. 76 ~ were disabled and under the age of 65, including me. And
920 children under the age of 5 resided in Floral Park. That's a total of 4,029
residents, exactly 25%, or one quarter of our total population.

Up to twenty five percent of the Floral Park community is impacted by the decades long
failure make the Floral Park Station reasonably accessible, and yet MTA/LIRR proposed, as part
of this Project, substantial upgrades to every station within the Project area except the
Floral Park Station.

One of Ms. Ortiz's statements should be clarified. She stated that this Project "starts just
east of the Floral Park station." Floral Park retained The Vertex Companies, Inc. to review the
state of the Floral Park Station's compliance with ADA standards. Their report accompanies this
letter. Vertex confirms that the Project, even at this preliminary design stage, will in fact
necessitate work on the primary function area of the Floral Park Station (the platform) and very
likely will require modifications to nearby pedestrian pathways.

Further, it is evident that the Project design process is still in its infancy. As the Project
design matures, the scope of work required at Floral Park Station likely will become more
expansive and intrusive. Vertex points to the physical constraints in proximity to the Floral Park
Station, the complexity of tying a Main Line third track into the existing Hempstead Line at the
Floral Park station, and the possible need to include a high speed switch at that location. It is
also a fact that MTA/LIRR has conducted construction activities at the Floral Park Station in the
past, including work on existing stairways. Despite this, no ADA improvements were
implemented then, and none are proposed now.

The DEIS (at p. 12-12) states that the Project "would accommodate the new third track,
enhance pedestrian access and ADA accessibility, improve platforms and passenger waiting
areas, and meet the requirements of the LIRR station guidelines and applicable codes." The fact
is that that the Floral Park Station will have to be modified to "accommodate the third track."
Yet, MTA/LIRR will not "enhance pedestrian access and ADA accessibility, improve platforms
and passenger waiting areas, and meet the requirements of the LIRR station guidelines and
applicable codes" at the Floral Park Station.

The Vertex ADA Report found clear deficiencies in terms of the Floral Park Station's
basic accessibility, including:

• Of maj or concern, the Floral Park Station does not have an accessible route from the

street level to the train platform. Access to the platform is achieved by several

stairways and a single escalator, none of which meet the minimum requirements for

wheelchair accessibility. There is no ramp, let alone an ADA compliant ramp or

elevator at the Floral Park Station.



B.E~ERIL~CsE 8~ Dl.f~l'~IC.~I~D~>~:

February 14, 2017
Page 4

• At the street intersections at and proximate to the Floral Park Station, most of the

pedestrian signals are missing or non-compliant.

• All sidewalk ramps are non-compliant and in several locations, the ramps are missing

altogether.

• There are obstructions and tripping hazards located along many of the pedestrian

pathways at the Floral Park Station.

The photographs attached to the Vertex ADA Report illustrate the level ofnon-compliance with

ADA standards.

It is noteworthy that MTA/LIRR touts a proj ected increase in ridership as a reason for the
third track along the Main Line. While the claim is of questionable merit, what cannot be denied
is the reality that there are disabled residents on Long Island who are ready to work, but cannot
do so because too many of LIRR's stations are not ADA complaint. As Ms. Ortiz explains, there
are "over 6,000 disabled residents who are employable but are unemployed in Nassau and
Suffolk counties, who could potentially use the LIRR to commute to work, are being denied
access at stations that are archaically inaccessible to them." For those stations in the Project
area, this no longer will be an issue unless they live near and need to rely on the Floral Park
Station.

Regardless of whether this Project proceeds, MTA/LIRR must make a commitment to
bring the Floral Park Station into compliance with the ADA so that all residents of Floral Park
have reasonable access to the LIRR system.

Sincerely,

Michael Murph

Enclosures

cc: Hon. Thomas J. Tweedy, Mayor, Village of Floral Park
Village Board of the Village of Floral Park
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ADA COMPLIANCE REVIEW 

 

Long Island Railroad 
Floral Park Station 

Floral Park, NY 
VERTEX Project No. 43116 

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The Vertex Companies, Inc. (VERTEX) and our subcontractor NV5, Inc. (NV5) are pleased to 

submit this technical review of the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) status of Floral Park 

Station in the context of the future improvements proposed in the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) 

Third Track Expansion Project (Proposed Project) as described in the document, Long Island Rail 

Road Expansion Project from Floral Park to Hicksville – Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 

Long Island Rail Road, November 28, 2016, (DEIS).  The purpose of this review is to evaluate the 

compliance of the Floral Park Station and the surrounding pedestrian access points to the 

Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) and the Proposed 

Accessibility Guidelines for Pedestrian Facilities in the Public Right-of-Way (PROWAG) and to 

determine the compatibility of any necessary ADA improvements at this location with the overall 

scope, goals, and standards of the Proposed Project as presented in the DEIS.  This review is based 

on information and technical data found in the relevant portions of the DEIS, a site visit and 

accessibility review performed by NV5, a site review performed by VERTEX, and research 

completed by VERTEX covering the standards of relevant jurisdictions regarding Floral Park 

Station and the Proposed Project.   

The Proposed Project involves adding a third rail road track within the LIRR Right-of-Way (ROW) 

from Floral Park Station to Hicksville Station as well as the modification, retrofitting, and 

widening of all infrastructure necessary to accommodate the third track.  Within the Village of 

Floral Park improvements associated with the Proposed Project include the modification of the 

Central Platform of Floral Park Station for 78 feet on the southern side of the platform and the 

modification and/or widening of the mainline /Hempstead Branch railroad bridges over the Floral 

Park LIRR Station Parking Lot, South Tyson Avenue and Plainfield Avenue (as shown on DEIS 

drawings: T-PP-001, T-PP-002, T-PP-003, T-PP-042 and T-PP-043). In addition, to reduce 

impacts to properties adjacent to the LIRR right-of-way, LIRR has proposed to construct a 
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retaining wall along the LIRR ROW adjacent to Terrance Avenue. The DEIS contains only 

conceptual designs for these improvements, so  determining the exact limits of the proposed work 

is not possible; however, it is anticipated that the sidewalk and sidewalk ramps in the vicinity of 

the LIRR mainline bridge supports at the Floral Park Station Parking Lot (easternmost lot only), 

South Tyson Avenue/ Atlantic Avenue and Plainfield Avenue will be impacted. 
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2.0 INFORMATION SOURCES 

The following sources were utilized in the technical review of Floral Park Station’s ADA 

compliance: 

 Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project from Floral Park to Hicksville – Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement, Long Island Rail Road, November 28, 2016, (DEIS). 

 Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project from Floral Park to Hicksville – Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement – Appendix 1-A: Draft Preliminary Engineering Technical 

Memorandum, Long Island Rail Road, November 22, 2016 (Preliminary Engineering 

Technical Memorandum). 

 New York Building Code Chapter 11: Accessibility, New York Department of Buildings, 

2014. 

 Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and Facilities, U.S. 

Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, 2016. 

 Site Visit conducted by NV5 on January 16th, 2016. 

 Google EarthTM Aerial Photography, Imagery date: October 11, 2014. 
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3.0 FINDINGS 

3.1 Compliance 

VERTEX’s review of aerial photography and the Preliminary Engineering Technical 

Memorandum, along with NV5’s site visit to Floral Park Station, identified deficiencies in the 

accessibility of the station and the surrounding pedestrian pathways.  The inspection encompassed 

the Floral Park Station itself and associated intersections, including:   

 Carnation Ave/Caroline Place; 

 Carnation Ave/Atlantic Ave; 

 Tulip Ave/Caroline Place; 

 Tulip Ave/Atlantic Ave; 

 South Tyson Ave/Tyson Ave Extension; 

 South Tyson Ave Extension/Atlantic Ave; 

 Plainfield Ave/Woodbine Ct/Magnolia Ave; 

 Plainfield Ave/Stewart Street; and 

 Plainfield Ave/Terrance Ave. 

The area reviewed is not in compliance with current ADAAG/PROWAG standards.  The following 

provides a list of the more prominent deviations from ADA compliance that have been identified 

as a result of this technical review: 

 Of major concern, the Floral Park Station does not have an accessible route from the street 

level to the train platform.  Access to the platform is achieved by several stairways and a 

single escalator, none of which meet the minimum requirements for wheelchair 

accessibility.  There is no ramp, let alone an ADA compliant ramp or elevator at the Floral 

Park Station.  Illustrative examples of compliant elevator or ramps are provided at the end 

of this report in Appendix A.  

 At the street intersections at and proximate to the Floral Park Station, most of the pedestrian 

signals are missing or non-compliant. 
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 All sidewalk ramps are non-compliant and in several locations, the ramps are missing 

altogether. 

 There are obstructions and tripping hazards located along many of the pedestrian pathways 

at and proximate to the Floral Park Station. 

Pictures of typical non-compliant conditions present at Floral Park Station are provided in 

Appendix B of this document. 

3.2 Scope of the LIRR Expansion Project 

Alterations to a primary function area triggers ADA compliance obligations.  This means 

accessible paths to travel, including from parking locations, must be made ADA compliant.   The 

platform is a primary function area at the Floral Park Station.   

While the Floral Park Station may not require major modifications to accommodate the addition 

of the third track on the LIRR Mainline, the DEIS explicitly states that 78 feet of the southern edge 

of the central platform will need to be modified to accommodate the third track at the eastern end 

of Floral Park Station.  In addition, the design shows a very short transition for the switch that 

connects the proposed third track to the Hempstead Branch track, which would require trains to 

move very slowly through Floral Park Station.  To maximize utility and ensure the safety of trains 

travelling on the new third track, a high speed switch would likely be installed at the point where 

the new track connects to the Hempstead Branch, so that the speed of trains would not have to be 

unduly limited through Floral Park Station.  Given the physical constraints in proximity to Floral 

Park Station (which includes accommodating the third track at a point where the LIRR Hempstead 

Branch begins) and the transition length needed for the high speed switch that will likely be 

required to connect the proposed third track to the existing track for the Hempstead Branch at 

Floral Park Station, more detailed engineering and design will likely reveal that more intrusive 

modifications to the Floral Park Station may be required for the Proposed Project.  Though not 

explicitly shown in the project conceptual plans, it is also likely that modification of the pedestrian 

pathways on and adjacent to the LIRR ROW will be necessary to accommodate the proposed 

railroad bridge over Tyson Avenue.  These aspects of the Proposed Project place the modification 
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of Floral Park Station within the scope of work for the project; however, the DEIS does not list 

Floral Park Station among those to be modified to conform to ADA.  To the extent that the already 

disclosed and yet to be specified changes to the Floral Park Station constitute an alteration to a 

primary function area under the ADA, the station must be brought into full compliance with the 

ADA.  Based on the scope and estimated cost of the Proposed Project, cost should not preclude 

the LIRR from making the necessary ADA improvements. 

The “Station Improvements and Modifications” section of Chapter 13 (Construction) of the DEIS 

identifies five stations to be modified, specifically New Hyde Park Station, Merillon Avenue 

Station, Mineola Station, Carle Place Station, and Westbury Station.  In the same section of the 

DEIS, the DEIS states that all modified stations “would accommodate the new third track, enhance 

pedestrian access and ADA accessibility, improve platforms and passenger waiting areas, and meet 

the requirements of the LIRR station guidelines and applicable codes” (Chapter 13, Page 13-12).  

Based on this statement, it is logical and reasonable to conclude that the necessary modifications 

to Floral Park Station to achieve ADA compliance would be within the scope of the Proposed 

Project.  However, the DEIS does not list the Floral Park Station among the stations that will be 

brought into ADA compliance.    

In addition to the statements about ADA compliance in Chapter 13 of the DEIS, Table 3-1 (Design 

Criteria), in the Preliminary Engineering Technical Memorandum specifies a minimum of two 

ADA compliant ramps per platform in the design criteria for modified stations (Chapter 3, Page 

3-4). 

VERTEX’s review of the conceptual plans in the Preliminary Engineering Technical 

Memorandum found that upgrades to achieve ADA compliance are indicated on the plan sheets 

for the other five stations modified as a part of the Proposed Project; however, no such upgrades 

are indicated among the modifications shown on the plan sheets for Floral Park Station. 
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS 

Given the following features of the Proposed Project as described in the DEIS:  

 Floral Park Station will be modified as a part of the Proposed Project; 

 The Proposed Project contains design criteria specifically to achieve ADA compliance in 

all stations modified as a part of its scope; and 

 Every station designated to be modified as a part of the Proposed Project will receive the 

necessary upgrades to achieve ADA compliance, except the Floral Park Station. 

It is VERTEX’s opinion that any modifications to Floral Park Station that are needed to achieve 

ADA compliance should be included in the scope of the Proposed Project.  These improvements 

should, at a minimum, consist of two ADA compliant ramps or elevators per platform (depending 

on the space available for improvements), as well as ADA compliant pedestrian signals and 

sidewalk ramps at all pedestrian access points on the LIRR ROW and the modification of all 

pedestrian pathways modified as a part of the Proposed Project. 
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Attachment A: Example of ADA Accessibility Options 
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® 

 
Floral Park Long Island Railroad Station 

Example of ADA Accessibility Options 
New York, New York 

Project No. 43116 
 

 
 

 
Photograph:  1 
 
Description:   
 
Photo depicts an 
example of an ADA 
ramp. 

 
 
 
Photograph:  2 
 
Description:   
 
Photo depicts an 
example of an ADA 
elevator.  

 

 
 



Floral Park Long Island Railroad Station 
Example of ADA Accessibility Options 

New York, New York 
Project No. 43116 
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Photograph:  3 
 
Description:   
 
Rendering depicts an 
ADA ramp enabling 
train station access.  
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Attachment B: Photos of Existing Conditions 



Floral Park Long Island Railroad Station 
American with Disabilities Act Compliance Review 

Existing Conditions Photos 
 
 

 

Photo No.:  2 
Location: S/W/C of Tulip 
Ave and Caroline Pl 
Direction: North 
 
Comments: Non-Compliant 
Ramp; Missing detectable 
warning strip; Obstructions 
restrict landing. 

Photo No.:  1  
Location: S/W/C of Tulip 
Ave and Caroline Pl 
Direction: South 
 
Comments: Non-Compliant 
Ramp; Missing detectable 
warning strip; Obstructions 
restrict landing; Missing 
push button; Non-compliant 
pedestrian signal; Missing 
ramp.  
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Photo No.:  3 
Location: S/W/C of Tulip 
Ave and Caroline Pl 
Direction: West 
 
Comments: Missing ramp; 
Missing push button; Non-
compliant pedestrian signal; 
tripping hazard. 
 

Photo No.:  4 
Location: S/W/C of Tulip 
Ave and Caroline Pl 
Direction: North 
 
Comments: Tripping Hazard  
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Photo No.:  5 
Location: Intersection of 
Carnation Ave and Atlantic 
Ave 
Direction: South 
 
Comments: Non-Compliant 
Ramp; Missing detectable 
warning strip; Obstructions 
restrict landing. 

Photo No.:  6 
Location: S/W/C South 
Tyson Ave and Tyson Ave 
Extension 
Direction: South 
 
Comments: Non-Compliant 
Ramp; Missing detectable 
warning strip.  
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Photo No.:  8 
Location: N/E/C Plainfield 
Ave and Terrance Ave 
Direction: North 
 
Comments: Non-Compliant 
Ramp; Missing detectable 
warning strip. 

Photo No.:  7 
Location: N/E/C Tyson 
Ave Extension and Atlantic 
Ave 
Direction: Northeast 
 
Comments: Non-Compliant 
Ramp; Missing detectable 
warning strip; Missing ramp.  
 

 















































































































































































































































































































































NASSAU COUNTY LEGISLATURE 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING 

1550 FRANKLIN AVENUE, MINEOLA, NEW YORK 11501 

The Honorable Andrew M. Cuomo 
Governor of New York State 
NYS State Capitol Building 
Albany, New York 12224 

December 7, 2016 

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 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Assessment for the proposed Long Island Rail 
Road Expansion Project - Proposed Comment Period 

Dear Governor Cuomo and Mr. Dumas, 

It is our understanding that on November 28, 2016, Governor Cuomo and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority released its Draft Environmental Impact Assessment for the proposed 
Long Island Rail Road Expansion Project ("DEIS"). According to the DEIS, the public 
comment period has commenced and will continue through January 31, 2017, and shall include 
six public hearings commencing on January 17, 2017. 

The DEIS advanced for this proposed project consists of 21 Chapters with Appendices covering 
complex and detailed topics of incredible importance to the thousands of residents affected by 
both the construction and operation of a third track. Communities affected include Floral Park, 
Garden City, Garden City Park, Mineola, Westbury, New Cassel and many surrounding 
communities. 

This exceedingly aggressive review period falls at a time when many of our residents are 
observing religious holidays and may find it difficult to review this very complex document, 
formulate comments by the proscribed deadline or to participate in the public hearing process in 
a meaningful way. 



We write to you today to request that this period be extended to April 30, 2017 to accommodate 
the review of this very lengthy and complex document by our local village, town and county 
government officials and very interested public. 

Thank you, 

~~~cAALl&-
Legislator Vincent T. Muscarella 
Legislative District 8 

Legislator Laura Schaefer 
Legislative District 14 

cc: 

Honorable Anthony J. Santino 
Supervisor, Town of Hempstead 
1 Washington Street 
Hempstead, New York 11550 

Honorable John Venditto 
Supervisor, Town of Oyster Bay 
Town Hall 
54 Audrey A venue 
Oyster Bay, New York 11771 

Honorable Judi Bosworth 
Supervisor, Town of North Hempstead 
220 Plandome Road 
ManhassetNew York 11030 

Honorable Henry J. Schrieber 
Mayor, Village of Bellrose 
50 Superior Road 
Bellrose, New York 11001 

Honorable Thomas J. Tweedy 
Mayor, Village of Floral Park 
1 Floral Boulevard. 
P.O. Box27 
Floral Park, New York 11002 

Legislator Ri hard T. Nicolello 
Legislative District 9 

Legislator Rose Walker 
Legislative District 17 

Honorable Gerard S. Tangredi 
Mayor, Village of Stewart Manor 
Village Hall 
120 Covert A venue 
Stewart Manor, New York 11530 

Honorable Nicholas P. Episcopia 
Mayor, Village of Garden City 
351 Stewart Avenue 
Garden City, New York 11530 

Honorable Robert A. Lofaro 
Mayor, Village of New Hyde Park 
1420 Jericho Turnpike 
New Hyde Park, New York 11040 

Honorable Scott P. Strauss 
Mayor, Village of Mineola 
15 5 Washington Ave 
Mineola, New York 11501 

Honorable Peter Cavallaro 
Mayor, Village of Westbury 
235 Lincoln Place 
Westbury, New York 11590 



































































































































































































LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossing Completely to Vehicle Traffic (Figure 1-23 attached) 

I/We -8+0.fr~ 4 &o~ 
as resident(s) of_....,//,_9_.___ South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

·; 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hicksville 

South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-23 
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URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hicksville 

Rendering: South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-25 





























































November 30, 2016 
 
The Honorable Andrew M. Cuomo 
Governor of New York State 
New York State Capitol Building 
Executive Chamber 
Albany, New York 12224 
 

Long Island Rail Road Main Line Expansion Project  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

 
Dear Governor Cuomo: 
 
 I am the Mayor of the Incorporated Village of New Hyde Park.  I am in 
receipt of the Long Island Railroad’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(“DEIS”) which sets forth the schedule for the Public Hearings and sets January 
31, 2017 as the deadline for public comment.   
 
 Considering the vast amount of information contained in the DEIS, the 
magnitude of this $2,000,000,000 proposed project, and its potential impact to 
our community, the New Hyde Park Village Board feels that the scheduled 
Public Hearings and comments deadline does not give the public enough time to 
thoroughly review this massive document and respond in a thoughtful manner.   
Also, considering the time of year with traditional year-end activities, the fact 
that it took the project’s consultants over six months to develop the document, 
and the type of weather that can be expected in January and February, I am 
reaching out to you to respectfully request that the deadline for public input and 
comments on the DEIS be extended to a later date, perhaps in late March or April 
2017.   
 
 This project has been discussed, analyzed, and debated for decades, so 
I’m sure that a couple of extra months will not be too much of an ask to prove to  
the public the true commitment of the project sponsor to be open, fair and 
transparent. 
 
 Thank you for your consideration concerning this issue. 
 
       Respectfully, 
        
       Robert A. Lofaro 
       Robert A. Lofaro 
       Mayor 
 

Robert A. Lofaro 
Mayor 
 
Trustees: 
Richard A. Coppola, Jr. 
Donald B. Barbieri 
Lawrence J. Montreuil 
Donna Squicciarino 
 
Christopher Devane 
Village Justice 
 
Cathryn Hillmann 
Village Clerk-Treasurer 
 
Thomas P. Gannon 
Superintendent of 
Building Department & 
Public Works  
 
 
 

Village of New Hyde Park 
Village Hall 

                  1420 Jericho Turnpike • New Hyde Park, NY 11040-4684 
                             (516) 354-0022 • Fax: (516) 354-6004 
                                                     Website: www.vnhp.org 
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February 12, 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 
 
 
Re:   Comments by February 15th on LIRR Main Line third track proposed project. 
 
Dear Sir and Madam,  
This letter is to express my opposition to the LIRR MTA third Track project proposed for 
the main line between Hicksville and Floral Park.  My opposition reflects those in opposition 
related to environmental, social and severe economic impacts as were expressed in public 
comments and as provided by the Citizens Against Rail Expansion.   
 
However my opposition also centers on the fact that this significant expenditure of  the 
public fisc along with obligations going forward is being done in a very mundane and non-
innovative manner.  In short there is no vision or creativity in the project.  
 
On Long Island there are whole swathes of  the region that are not well served by public 
transport.  These communities include South Jamaica, Cambria Heights, Elmont, Franklin 
Square, Uniondale, East Meadow, Levittown, and Farmingdale the communities further to 
the east.   
 
The LIRR should use this budget money to begin a new line that may be able to bypass 
Jamaica along the tracks running through Maspeth and proceed then toward Hempstead 
Turnpike (State Route 24) and or along Linden BLVD then to Hempstead TPKE.  
 
This work could follow best tunneling procedures in sand and would be better, but akin to 
the Atlantic Avenue tunnel.  The opening of  new stations along this route which would 
encompass, Hofstra University, the new Med School and Sloan Kettering Cancer institute, 
Nassau Community College, Belmont Race Track as well as Eisenhower Park and points east 
will provide the necessary relief  from the main line by allowing the Farmingdale branch to 
connect to this new route.     
 
Also note that there are tracks from the main line that cross Meadowbrook Parkway in 
Garden City East and run toward Roosevelt Field and south and these could be tied into this 
new 4 track line which would allow for the ‘run around’ route for trains should there be 
problems on the tracks west ward.  

 

Timothy T. Tweedy, PE, SECB. 
9 Daisy Avenue Floral Park, NY 11001 

 
 

 
 



 2 

Four tracks  through central Long Island can be laid at least and these could possibly be 
funded by the Federal Government in reviving an alternate to the NE corridor Project with 
Amtrak stops at Hofstra, and other points as the Amtrak Goes north to a cross LI Sound 
tunnel to Connecticut. 
 
This route could by pass Jamaica along an increased track width of  the Montauk Branch 
through Maspeth, etc. in Queens. This will also tie into freight operations as well.  
Using more creativity a new tunnel could be driven to Manhattan and perhaps finally a direct 
connection to New Jersey for Passengers and Freight tying the LIRR back to its original 
owner’s tracks of  the old Pennsylvania Railroad.  
 
These new innovative tracks would provide a vital life line to people of  color and new first 
time home buyers in the communities to tie into the economic hubs of  Brooklyn and 
Queens, while strengthening the resiliency of  Long Island for now and the future.  
 
 
As a Professor of  Civil Engineering Technology and Physics a professional engineer and a 
resident of  Long Island and a pro- New York person I ask you to use this money for a real 
Paradigm shift for Long Island.  Do the capital plan on the books for the Railroad now 
related to repairs and signals, etc. and spend this new money on a New Rail line for the 
underserved communities of  Long Island.  
 
Regards, Tim 
 
TTT/tt 
 
Encl. 
 
CC  File 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









200 E. Sunrise Highway 
Lindenhurst, New York 11757 

(631) 957-3072 

January 18, 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 1143.5 

Dear Mr. Dumas: 

RICH SCHAFFER 
SUPERVISOR 

I write to support the Long Island Railroad Expansion Project. By adding a third track to the 
Main Line Corridor between Hicksville and Floral Park, the project will address the single 
largest infrastructure constraint to economic vitality for Long Island in the 21st century. 
Until the bottleneck in the Corridor is relieved, meaningful expansion of service on the 
Ronkonkoma Branch cannot occur and the full benefits of LIRR investment in Double Track 
and East Side Access cannot be exploited. 

The Town of Babylon is engaged in a major transit-oriented revitalization of Wyandanch, 
where LIRR is a partner. The Town is also planning a new transit-oriented development of 
the area surrounding the shuttered LIRR station at Republic Airport. As these projects 
unfold, new demands will require increased rail service to flourish. 

LIRR is to be commended for its commitment to the communities that will bear the brunt of 
construction impacts by including in the project six new garages for 2,300 cars, five new 
state-of-the-art rail stations, elimination of seven dangerous grade crossings and sound 
walls to reduce noise and vibration. And no residential property taking is required. 

I urge LIRR to build the Expansion Project now. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Schaffer 
Supervisor 
Town _of Babylon 

An Equal Opportunity I Affirmative Action Employer 











,... --

LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossing Completely to Vehicle Traffic (Figure 1-23 attached) 

as resident(s) of 311 South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1 ). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 













Have a comment, question or suggestion? Leave it here. We're listening! 

___ c3 he iL- S. L 1 c, fv(._ 

-~"_2_2_Cu !:' '-' \') r 1 ( t 'cf- A ve VI li I ' 6 a rrLe ,,,, c. f\J l ti ~Is '.)_]____ 

o.~~~ 0~~rn (OPTIONAL) 

Email 

Phone 11 ~i - 3'J~ - 1+gc=; n J,\N )'(I ~r1 j 1 

) 

Company 

Comment. Question. Suggestion. 

~\J t d re, Vt tit YtrP~ cl bi u +- ± h 6 p ~10·1 u _I-: 1,J ~ 
d0Vl 1t Se~ t Vie f?PPJ~-r ~ 9-: b;l\iOf'l c:lct/lu P•'--~,~~ d: hi 
G Q. c_ D ~,Dcia k d h1~.DL~ ft q l --t v 0 t p~ -i ) (...y Yn \\{ t.. 
~u'tt~ \!.::) tnvn0hn~ ir<51J ns. _ LJ e k1~ve d I LJ~\fS_ lJ\ciP t-eJ _____ _ 
J:h_Lo/i4df, (~fLS21 r-i.~~.k__Q__\!1ah(uQ(j · \JJ~:ill1P ____ _ 
~LrdkwJ A \~0-t \: _-l YlA> Ctt.~S t-\GlfC~C 1-t_!1c3 J~t-
-l1U.ve 1111epJ Yvr,~ ~x- 1S ~incl_gJ '~\e_ \;:1 ll kf StSJ-'11~ldt1~­
. . · ' \ nUr R:;etl (y ~rj_y ci+f\ \ ..W_e_\Q'Lj Lf....u:L:\.h:it 

1\a.D_ fv<.'j' oJ- 1v~d"Cki.::x'1;a;1.h...dc..u1mwd2l::le __ _ 
-b-~~~~-~-Yle_cl l S-l1 _ _fu ~ct d _s_\:u.LJa4_hfil.f_Jll ____ ~jj_(].J~~---n 
aL _kcJ_~J __ 4.L_u_W c) l-t>~ .. JJ.11> tr) P'--~1 ___ jJlQ_ d O.vJ2LJLLiuLti/ 









 
 
 
Nassau County Department of Public Works 

  

2 

 
LIRR Expansion Project DEIS – GENERAL COMMENTS 

 
Appendix 1-A, Table 3-8 Utilities – Water and Sanitary Sewer:  Please note that “NCDPW” does not own 
and/or maintain water mains in the mentioned grade crossing elimination areas.  Please also verify ownership 
of sanitary sewer mains in the Village of Garden City (larger pipes may be owned by the County).   
 
Grade Crossing Eliminations (County Roads):  Several proposed grade-crossing eliminations involving 
County roads introduce the need for smaller access/frontage ways to provide ingress and egress to adjacent 
private properties.  This configuration may present a significant issue for the County with respect to 
maintenance and ensuring state-of-good repair.  The County strongly recommends that the FEIS include 
alternative ownership arrangements for the access ways/frontage roads created as a result of implementing the 
Project.    
 
Construction Impacts – Traffic:  It is expected that the public will experience periods of significant 
interruptions in traffic flow during construction of the grade-crossing eliminations.  The County recommends 
that all public relations/notification/outreach be handled, prior and during construction, by the LIRR or 
appropriate State agency.  The County should be given the PR POC so that responses to impacted constituents 
are properly coordinated.   
 
Role of Nassau County in the design review process:  Pursuant to NYS General Municipal Law (GML), the 
Nassau County Department of Public Works maintains design review and approval jurisdiction for all proposed 
projects adjacent to county property and right of way that may impact county infrastructure.  More specifically 
this project directly alters county, traffic patterns, sanitary sewer collection, storm water drainage and our 
current right of way responsibilities. All design iterations put forth by the MTA/Long Island Rail Road are 
subject to the County’s review and approval.  All County Specs must be met in regard to work done adjacent to 
and directly to our facilities.   
 
It is unclear whether the Long Island Expansion Project DGEIS reflects prior infrastructure comments provided 
by the County during the GML review process.  Therefore, the County requests that the FGEIS make reference 
to the County’s design review jurisdiction (limited to effect on  County-owned infrastructure) and provide the 
status of County review for each engineering discipline. It is the County’s understanding that more detailed 
design plans, incorporating County comments and preferences, will be provided to the Department of Public 
Works after the DGEIS public comment period deadline.  At that time, the County will continue its design 
review, in accordance with GML.   
 
 
LIRR Expansion Project DEIS – DETAILED COMMENTS 

 
Please see the following pages for detailed comments on the proposed Traffic Mitigation measures and 
Stormwater Infrastructure.   
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TRAFFIC MITIGATION 
 
General 

1. Mitigation measures for the Years 2020 and 2040 appear separately within the Transportation section; 
with East Side Access scheduled for completion a couple of years after the Expansion project, the 
ultimate mitigation measures for 2040 should be implemented in conjunction with the construction of 
the LIRR Expansion Project. 

2. Proposed parking restrictions require approval of local jurisdictions.  Parking restrictions on County 
roadways are under the jurisdiction of the local municipality.  Any proposed changes to parking 
restrictions to accommodate permanent or construction impacts will need to approved by the 
appropriate jurisdiction, including (but not limited to) the Villages of Mineola, Garden City, Westbury 
and the Towns of North Hempstead and Hempstead. 

3. Intersection plans for permanent traffic mitigation measures are included in Transportation Chapter 
10; these should also be provided for the construction mitigation measures proposed in Chapter 13. 

4. The County maintains overhead and underground traffic signal cables in proximity to the crossings, 
and will provide record plans for use in preparing the Design-Build contract documents. 

5. We note that the numbering of the “Alternative” drawings in Appendix 1-A does not necessarily 
correspond with the numbering of the “Options” evaluated in the Transportation Chapter. 

6. The DEIS does not quantify the impacts to roadways with at-grade crossings east of the Hicksville area 
(e.g. Bethpage-to-Farmingdale on the Main Line and Syosset-to-Cold Spring Harbor on the 
Huntington/Port Jefferson Branch).  With the added capacity the 3rd Track provides, it is safe to 
assume that all crossings served by the improvements to the western section will experience increased 
“gate down” time during peak periods.  The DEIS should quantify the existing gate down time at these 
crossings and provide the increase in gate down time anticipated as a result of the 3rd Track.  
Mitigation should be provided where the additional gate down time creates significant impacts.  

7. All roadway geometric modifications should be designed in accordance with AASHTO, NYSDOT 
and County standards, including roadway grades, “lane drops” for through travel lanes, and driveway 
slopes.  For approaching motorists, adequate visibility beneath proposed overpasses to 
existing/proposed traffic signal heads, as well as to stopped/”back of queue” vehicles in through/left 
turn lanes, needs to be provided. 

8. Bicyclists can currently traverse the railroad at the at-grade crossings.  When these are eliminated, they 
would need to use the proposed underpasses.  Can bike lanes be provided, or at a minimum are the 
proposed travel lane widths and shoulders in the underpasses adequate to safely accommodate 
bicyclists? 

 
New Hyde Park Area 
Permanent Traffic Mitigation 

1. The primary difference between Build options is the provision of a five-lane underpass at New Hyde 
Park Road under Option 2, compared with the four-lane   condition of Option 1.  The analyses 
prepared for both of these options assume full closure of the South 12th Street crossing.  While the 
intersectional capacity analysis for New Hyde Park Road at Clinch Avenue indicates similar levels of 
service for the two Build options, under Option 1 traffic capacity of New Hyde Park will be impacted 
by a “lane drop” in the southbound direction, in advance of Clinch Avenue. The lane drop is too 
abrupt, and is inconsistent with the typical cross section on New Hyde Park Road, which includes two 
travel lanes in each direction to accommodate significant traffic volumes, which should increase with 
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the closure of the 12th Street crossing.   Additionally, the proposed Kiss and Ride lot as designed in 
Option 1 provides parallel parking for drop off.  Motorists entering from the north wishing to return to 
the north will need to make a U-turn maneuver within the lot during busy times to access the traffic 
signal to make the necessary left turn.  The southern driveway will require a left turn restriction due to 
the potential of limited sight distance. As designed, this Kiss and Ride lot will have significant 
operational difficulties that could potentially spill back onto New Hyde Park Road. 

 
As a result, we strongly recommend that the New Hyde Park Road geometry shown for Option 2 be 
constructed under this project; however, as currently shown the proposed lateral shift in the 
southbound through lanes approaching Plaza Avenue appears to be too abrupt.  A northbound-to-
westbound left turn phase would be needed for the proposed Plaza Avenue traffic signal.  While 
Option 2 has the advantage of avoiding a “dead end” condition on Second Avenue, by directing 
eastbound traffic through the proposed parking lot, the volume of traffic using the parking lot should 
be identified; and, to ensure vehicle/pedestrian conflicts are minimized, appropriate traffic control 
devices will be required within the lot, which is under the jurisdiction of the local municipality. 
 

2. With respect to the South 12th Street crossing, there are two options noted in the DEIS, Option 1 being 
permanent roadway closure with a pedestrian bridge, and Option 2 being a one-way, southbound 
roadway underpass with a sidewalk (as well as a pedestrian bridge).   (Although Levels of Service 
summary tables were prepared for “Option 1” and “Option 2,” those options refer to the four-lane or 
five-lane cross sections for New Hyde Road, as described in Comment 1 above, and not the closure or 
one-way options for South 12th Street.)  That being said, based on the magnitude of existing traffic 
volumes at the South 12th Street crossing, it would appear that traffic can readily divert to the new 
grade separated crossings at New Hyde Park Road or Covert Avenue; however, before we express a 
preference for the full closure option we would like to review traffic analyses, in order to confirm that 
allowing southbound flow on South 12th Street would not result in a significant improvement in 
capacity at intersections along Covert Avenue or New Hyde Park Road (e.g. at Jericho Turnpike).   
 

3. On Page 10-35, it is stated that the New Hyde Park Road/Clinch Avenue intersection would be 
signalized; however, signalization only applies to Option 1. 

 
Construction Conditions 

1. When the New Hyde Park Road crossing is being constructed, one lane of traffic in each 
direction is being maintained.  Based on the estimated Levels of Service at the track during 
construction (degradation from LOS C to LOS F in the northbound direction in the AM peak 
hour, and from LOS C to LOS E in the southbound direction in the PM peak hour), it would seem 
that a significant number of motorists will divert to Covert Avenue and South 12th Street, yet the 
LOS impacts at intersections on those roadways appear to be negligible. 

 
Signal timing revisions are proposed at the Stewart Avenue/New Hyde Park Road intersection to 
address capacity impacts in the morning; however, a larger capacity impact in the evening 
(deterioration from LOS C to LOS F for the southbound approach) is noted in Table 13-1, but not 
addressed in the capacity analysis summary table.  This deterioration should be mitigated.  In 
addition, this signal is part of a coordinated traffic signal system, and since any change to signal 
timing and or phasing may have adverse impacts to operations at adjacent signals, these impacts, 
if any, should be quantified. 
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2. Similar to New Hyde Park Road, when the Covert Avenue crossing is being constructed, 
signal timing revisions are proposed at the Stewart Avenue/New Hyde Park Road intersection to 
address capacity impacts in the morning; however, a larger capacity impact in the evening 
(deterioration from LOS C to LOS F for the southbound approach) is not mitigated.  This 
deterioration should be mitigated.  In addition, this signal is part of a coordinated traffic signal 
system, and since any change to signal timing and or phasing may have adverse impacts to 
operations at adjacent signals, these impacts, if any, should be quantified. 

 
Mineola Area 
Permanent Traffic Mitigation 

1. Under Option 2 (one-way northbound traffic at Main Street and one-way southbound traffic 
on Willis Avenue), since Main Street extends only three blocks north of the LIRR, northbound 
motorists would need to utilize local streets to return to northbound Willis Avenue, rather than 
using Jericho Turnpike to do that.  In addition, motorists turning right to access northbound Willis 
Avenue would then be turning left at an unsignalized intersection.  Given that existing traffic 
volumes on Main Street are not significant, the County would be strongly in favor of Option 1 
(two-way underpass at Willis Avenue and closure of Main Street to traffic, with a new pedestrian 
bridge); however, we are concerned that the additional traffic on Main Street from identified 
developments in the area cannot be adequately mitigated by the developer and the Expansion 
Project.  Otherwise, an Option that includes a two-way underpass at Willis Avenue and one-way 
operation of Main Street could be necessary.   
 

2. Regarding the two-way Willis Avenue underpass shown for Option 1, it appears that the 
following alternative may have merit, and should be assessed: 

 
 Shift the underpass to the west side of the existing roadway.   
 South of the tracks, this would eliminate the need for parallel one-way northbound access 

roadways flanking the underpass roadway.  This would also eliminate the need to control 
northbound crossing traffic using the proposed traffic signal at Third Street (although the 
signal may still be needed to mitigate restricted sight distance).  Relocate the driveway access 
to the parking lot for 63-65 Willis Avenue from Willis Avenue to Front Street.   

 North of the tracks, replace the one-way southbound access roadway with a one-way 
northbound roadway on the east side of the underpass roadway.  Motorists using this roadway 
would be required to turn right onto 2nd Street, to optimize traffic flow at that intersection. 

 It appears that the pedestrian bridge is being provided solely for north-south pedestrian flow 
on Willis Avenue (any foot traffic needing to cross the tracks to access Mineola station 
platforms could do so using the proposed Main Street pedestrian bridge).  Therefore, with 
additional cross section width made available by deleting one of the access roadways south of 
the tracks, consider providing a sidewalk alongside of the underpass roadway to facilitate 
north-south pedestrian flow.  This should eliminate the need for a new pedestrian bridge.   

 
As currently shown, motorists exiting the commercial driveway at 85 Willis Avenue and the 
LIRR facility between the Main Line and Oyster Bay Branch tracks would be directed to one-
way eastbound Hinck Way, and when they reach Willis Avenue can only turn right and 
proceed south. Under the modified option, they could turn right onto 2nd Street, and proceed 



 
 
 
Nassau County Department of Public Works 

  

6 

to a signalized intersection at Willis Avenue, which would allow all traffic movements. This 
could also benefit motorists exiting the proposed parking garage. 

 
The traffic signal at Willis Ave and Second Street currently includes a railroad “pre-emption” 
phasing sequence.  (The County can provide phasing information.) During construction this 
phasing will require modification to avoid the potential for westbound Second Avenue 
vehicles to back onto the tracks east of the intersection.  This preemption operation will also 
need to be modified for final design, to include adequate Railroad ROW Transfer Time at the 
remaining Second Street crossing. 

 
Westbury Area 
Permanent Traffic Mitigation 

1. It appears that, based on the results of the No Build and Build intersectional capacity analyses, 
there was little or no additional traffic “attracted” to these crossings (now that they would be grade 
separated) from other roadways (e.g. Post Avenue); can that be confirmed?   
 

2. On Page 10-63, it is stated that at the Urban Avenue/Broadway intersection, there would be 
impacts on the northbound Urban Avenue approach during the PM peak hour, which could be 
mitigated by installing an actuated traffic signal.  It should be clarified that signal installation will 

be part of the traffic mitigation for this project. 
 
Construction Conditions 

1. Proposed mitigation at the Post Avenue/Union Avenue includes pavement marking 
modifications to provide a southbound left turn lane.  As noted in the General Comments, provide 
a drawing indicating that this measure is feasible, considering that the existing northbound 
approach has a through lane and a separate right turn lane. In addition, traffic signal modifications 
would be needed to address conflicting southbound left turn and northbound right turn 
movements. 
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STORMWATER INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Drainage Comments on DEIS   
As part of the review of the DEIS for the project referenced above, the Department reviewed and discussed 
various proposals discussed   from   the project’s Drainage Report dated December 23, 2016.  The Drainage 
Report and Appendix A are available in the project’s ProjectWise folders as follows: 
 
Drainage Report 
PIN 0902_LIRR Expansion_Grade Crossing Drainage_Report_2016.12.23.pdf 
 
Appendix A  
Appendix A - Figures Design Alternatives.pdf 
 
Appendix A proposes twenty-three different options for the seven grade crossing elimination locations 
currently proposed: Covert Avenue, South 12th Street, New Hyde Park Road, Main Street, Willis Avenue, 
School Street, and Urban Avenue. 
 
The twenty-three proposals are both complicated and nuanced.  In order to facilitate a more effective meeting 
outcome, the twenty-three proposals were broken down to six representative schematic drawings. Each 
schematic shows the key elements of the drainage system, namely: proposed and existing pipes, trash racks and 
sediment traps, pumps, recharge basins and recharge arches, geotextile and stone liners, and energy dissipators. 
 The schematic drawings are below.  
 
Please note that this is their general preference amongst the various alternatives presented in the Drainage 
Report, as well as how any Alternative Technical Concept proposals (ATCs) submitted by the Design-Builder 
would be received. 
 

pw://DOT093PW5APP.svc.ny.gov:pwv8i_NYSDOT/Documents/Main%20Office/Special%20Assignments/LIRR/Consultant%20AECOM/PIN%200902_LIRR%20Expansion_Grade%20Crossing%20Drainage_Report_2016.12.23.pdf
pw://DOT093PW5APP.svc.ny.gov:pwv8i_NYSDOT/Documents/Main%20Office/Special%20Assignments/LIRR/Consultant%20AECOM/Appendix%20A%20-%20Figures%20Design%20Alternatives.pdf
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Configuration Components NCDPW Preference  

(See Notes) 

A Underpass – Sediment Trap - Pump – New Positive Drainage System – 
Recharge Basin 

2 

B Underpass – New Positive Drainage System – Recharge Basin 1 

C Underpass – Sediment Trap - Pump – Energy Dissipator - Recharge Arch 6 

D Underpass – Sediment Trap - New Positive Drainage System – Energy 
Dissipator- Recharge Arch 

5 

E Underpass – Sediment Trap - Pump – Existing Positive Drainage System – 
Recharge Basin 

3 

F Underpass – Sediment Trap – Cistern – Pump - Existing Positive Drainage 
System - Recharge Basin 

4 

Notes: 
1. The numbers in the column labeled “NCDPW Preference” indicate the County’s preferred alternative in series. 

 The number “1” indicates their most preferred alternative, and successively higher numbers are less desirable in 

series. 

2. The recharge arch alternatives are highly undesirable by NCDPW, because they will be difficult to maintain. 

Advancement of these proposals would require extensive discussions with NCDPW about their design and 

maintenance. 

3. County recharge basins being utilized for the disposal of stormwater are required to have a design storm with 
a 100 year return frequency which equates approximately to a  rainfall depth of 8 inches over a 24 hour period.  In 
addition for. Nassau County requires  a 20 year return frequency for the sizing of pipes for conveyance systems.  

 
4. Stormwater basins and conveyance piping are required to be rehabilitated if being utilized as part of this 

project. 
 

 
In much of the project area, the NCDPW drainage facilities consist of a drainage trunk line, and 
retention/detention basins.  Localized state, town, and village street drainage systems lead to the County’s 
facilities.  For many of the proposals shown, there is need to coordinate construction and maintenance with the 
various drainage system owners. The County is agreeable to allow the project to discharge to their facilities, 
with appropriate approvals.  
 
The twenty-three different options for the seven grade crossing elimination locations were next discussed.  It is 
important to note that only Covert Avenue, New Hyde Park Road, Main Street, and Willis Avenue are County 
owned roads.  The balance of the roads, South 12th Street, School Street, and Urban Avenue, are village or 
town owned.  The County does not own or maintain the drainage system under these roads or leading from 
them.  The NCDPW did not offer an opinion on non-County road drainage.  Coordination of design and 
maintenance approvals with the respective village and town must be taken up by the LIRR 3rd Track Project 
Team.  
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Location Figure Number Configuration (with underpass) NCDPW 
Preference 

Notes 

Covert 
Avenue 

1  F 2 See Note 10. 

2 Eliminated – Perforated Pipe   

3 Eliminated – Perforated Pipe   

4 D 3 See Note 2. 

5 C 4 See Note 2 and 10. 

---- Evaluate if a “B” Configuration is 
possible at this location. 

1 AECOM is evaluating if a 
“B” Configuration is 
possible at this location. 

South 12th 
Street 

6 F Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

 

7 F Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

The drainage line shown 
on this proposal under 
South 12th Street is owned 
by the Village of New Hyde 
Park, appropriate 
approvals are necessary. 

8 Eliminated – Perforated Pipe   

---- Evaluate if a “B” Configuration is 
possible at this location. 

Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

AECOM is evaluating if a 
“B” Configuration is 
possible at this location. 

---- If South 12th Street is closed, the area 
will be drained by the existing 
surface drainage system. 

  

New Hyde 
Park Road 

9 F 2 See Note 10. 

10 B 1 Nassau County would like 
a parallel alignment, not in 
the LIRR ROW. 

11 D 3 See Note 2. 

12 C 4 See Note 2 and 10. 

Main 
Street and 

Willis 
Avenue 

13 A & B 3: B-Gravity 
5: A-Pump 

 

14 A & B 1: B-Gravity 
2: A-Pump 

Conveyance pipe on First 
Street shall be sized 
adequately to convey 
storm water from the 
proposed County Project 
to address issues at SWB 
125, reference DeBruin 
Report   

15 A & B 4: B-Gravity 
6: A-Pump 

Under 15th Street, near 
Franklin Avenue, there is 
an underground 
pedestrian tunnel 
connecting Nassau County 
buildings. If this alignment 
is selected, Nassau County 
will require that the 
drainage pipe be build 
under the pedestrian 
tunnel. 
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If an alignment utilizing 
West Street is selected, the 
County will require the 
replacement of the road, 
in its entirety.  

---- If Main Street is closed, the area will 
be drained by the existing surface 
drainage system. 

  

School 
Street 

16 B Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

Try to avoid Old Country 
Road by using a School 
Street – Oak Street – 
Linden Avenue alignment. 

17 A Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

Try to avoid Old Country 
Road by using a School 
Street – Oak Street – 
Linden Avenue alignment. 

18 E Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

 

19 E Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

 

20 F  
 

Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

 

Urban 
Avenue 

21 Alternative diverts existing drainage 
under the LIRR ROW.  The existing 
drainage system is severed by the 
underpass and needs to be 
reestablished.  

Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

In order to avoid the LIRR 
ROW, perhaps it would be 
better to divert the 
drainage system utilizing a 
Kinkel Street – Broadway – 
Rushmore Street 
alignment?  Check with 
pipe owner, Town of North 
Hempstead. 
 
See Notes 7 and 11. 

22 B Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

See Notes 7 and 11. 

23 Combined A&E.  The flow is pumped 
in a large diameter pipe from the 
underpass, then the flow is split at 
the Main Street/Rushmore Street 
intersection with some flow going to 
the existing drainage system and 
some going to a new smaller 
diameter pipe. 

Not a NCDPW 
street - See 

Note 5 

This alternative proposes 
to split the drainage from a 
large diameter pipe, into 
two pipes, one with a 
smaller diameter.  A large 
diameter pipe flowing into 
a smaller diameter pipe is 
typically considered 
undesirable by most 
owners.  Please verify that 
the entity to whom the 
pipe would be conveyed 
would be willing to accept 
this design.  
 
See Notes 7 and 11. 
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Notes: 

1. The numbers in the column labeled “NCDPW Preference” indicate the County’s preferred alternative 
in series.  The number “1” indicates their most preferred alternative, and successively higher numbers 
are less desirable in series. 

2. The recharge arch alternatives are highly undesirable by NCDPW, because they will be difficult to 
maintain. Advancement of these proposals would require extensive discussions with NCDPW about 
their design and maintenance. 

3. All drainage facilities shall be designed to avoid the need to coordinate access, maintenance, and 
reconstruction approvals from the LIRR, and other public and private entities. 

4. In much of the project area, the NCDPW drainage facilities consist of a drainage trunk line, and 
retention/detention basins.  Localized state, town, and village street drainage systems lead to the 
County’s facilities.  For many of the proposals shown, there is need to coordinate construction and 
maintenance with the various drainage system owners. The County is agreeable to allow the project to 
discharge to their facilities, with appropriate approvals.  

5. The County does not own this roadway, nor drainage under it or leading from it.  The 3rd Track project 
team will need to obtain design approval and coordinate a maintenance agreement with the appropriate 
municipality.  

6. For South 12th Street, NCDPW has no concern as to which retention/detention basin runoff is directed 
to.   

7. Regarding the Rushmore Street trunk line.  The concrete plant located on the southeast quadrant of the 
LIRR and Rushmore Street had an illicit discharge into a manhole located where Rushmore Street 
meets the LIRR ROW.  The leachate has deposited in the pipe run between the manhole where it 
enters and Recharge Basin #51.  Nassau County requires the drainage system, the pipe, to be cleared 
of concrete to its original diameter, and the manhole at the concrete plant where the concrete had 
allegedly entered the drainage system to be removed.  This work is requested regardless of the 
alternative selected.  If the manhole is required for some drainage purpose, it will be allowed. 

8. Nassau County will not accept cisterns under their roadways. 
9. As part of the submission and approval process, Nassau County requires a draft Operations and 

Maintenance manual for the system proposed.  The manual shall contain an estimate of labor, 
materials, and equipment.  Access for inspection and maintenance by the use of cranes will not be 
allowed. 

10. Any alternative with a pump will require that an electronic connection to the NCDPW monitoring and 
operations network.  

11. Recharge Basin #51 has associated legislation to preserve this land.  The drainage report states that 
there is adequate volume in the basin for the design storm.  The legislation may complicate any 
excavation associated with increasing the volume of this recharge basin.   

 
 

End Comments 
 

 

 

 



LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossing Completely to Vehicle Traffic (Figure 1-23 attached) 

11we Jutn a- CWJ1~ Q'Coruuyi . 
WWW 

as resident(s) of 1 South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

i'he South 12th StreetJ>ublic Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-23 





f.-. 

2 
~ 
<':: 
;.; 
~ 

~ 

11.22.16 

URR Expansion Project 
Floral Park to Hicksville 

Rendering: South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-25 





LIRR Expansion Project - DEIS 
At-Grade Crossing Elimination in New Hyde Park 

Close the South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade 
Crossing Completely to Vehicle Traffic (Figure 1-23 attached) 

Ow.N.-'5 ~ 
as rssidcnt(s) of /ti 1st Avenue, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of 1st Avenue request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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Figure 1-23 
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URR Expansion Pro)ect 
Floral Park to Hicksville 

Rendering: South 12th Street Grade Crossing 
Option 1 : Permanent Crossing Closure with Pedestrian Bridge 

Figure 1-25 







11we \l~A-<; G~~\-e { h/lrci-\~e_ A14drz.+zcJ 
as resident(s) of f b South 12th Street, New Hyde Park, New York 11040 request the 

following actions related to the LIRR Expansion Project At-Grade Crossing Eliminations: 

As part of the LIRR Expansion Project, the New Hyde Park Group of Public 
Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossings of New Hyde Park Road, Covert Avenue and South 
12th Street are to be eliminated. The LIRR currently proposes that New Hyde Park Road 
and Covert Avenue be depressed under the railway. The LIRR currently indicates that the 
South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing may be eliminated similarly to 
New Hyde Park Road and Covert Avenue or it may be closed completely to vehicle traffic. 

The South 12th Street Public Highway-Rail At-Grade Crossing should be closed 
completely to vehicular traffic (Option 1). This course of action has several advantages, 
including a savings of $100 million of taxpayer dollars and an overall reduction in the 
project construction timeframe. The LIRR currently proposes that the New Hyde Park 
Railroad Station platforms be extended westward, with the platforms crossing over South 
12th Street to accommodate M-3, M-7 and M-9 trains that are twelve (12) railroad cars 
long. The 2"d and 3rd Avenue vehicle and pedestrian infrastructure design will be enhanced 
by eliminating the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing bottleneck in the middle of the New 
Hyde Park railroad station hub. The Pedestrian Bridge (Figure 1-15) above the railroad 
will be located near the western end of a reconstructed New Hyde Park Railroad Station. 

The One-Way Southbound Only Vehicle Underpass with One Sidewalk Only 
(Option #2) would require property takings in front of residential homes on South 12th 
Street. Governor Cuomo expressly stated that there should be no residential property 
takings - partial or full. We agree with the Governor Cuomo. 

Therefore we the residents of South 12th Street request that as part of the LIRR Expansion 
Project the South 12th Street At-Grade Crossing Elimination be accomplished by Utilizing 

OPTION #1: PERMANENT CROSSING CLOSURE 
WITH PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (Figure 1-25 attached) 
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