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MEE TING MIN UT ES

To: PA C membe rs Date : 6/8/99

Fr om : John D. D ean, MTA 

Me et ing
Location: De pt of  City Planning

Spec tor  H all
22 Reade St.

Re : MT A Contr act N o. 1-01-97054-0-0
SY ST RA Pr oje ct # 4351
Me et ing Title:  PA C Mee ting #4 - 6/8/99

At te nde es:

Name Or ganiz at ion Name Or ganiz at ion
Colleen A lde rson NY CD PR Bob Olmsted NU TS
Ba rr y A dler ESPA Ja me s O ’Shea 
Rosa lie  M. Banks Community Ce nter Albe rt Pa pp, Jr. NJ A ssociation of  RR Passenge rs
He nr y Colon Mayor’s Office of Environmental

Coordination
Me g Ree d NY S Sen. Connor

Todd DiSc ala Me tr o N or th Ra ilr oa d Gorman Re illy CI VI TAS
Michael D oyle PCAC De bbie Roth Asse mblymember  Glic k’s O ffice 
Michael Follo Inte reste d Citize n John Roza nkowski Fordham-Bedf or d
Me rr ill R. Fra nk Councilme mbe r Kathr yn Fr eed’s Of fice Eunice Sa mue ls Me ltzer  T owe rs
Eliz abe th  G ibbs RE BN Y Lou Seper sky Me tr o E ast
William K . G uild CBT/TRC/PCAC Ar ka diy Sher ma n NY SD OT- Re gion 11
R. H ansen NY SD OT- Re gion 11 Tim Ste inhilbe r Be chtel
Da vid H askell Municipal Ar ts Society La wr enc e Ste lter Br ooklyn Community Boa rd 10
John Johnston Councilme mbe r Mar tin G olden Stephen F. W ilder Ma nhattan Community Boar d 

PCAC
Robe rt 
Kulikow ski

Ma nhattan Borough President’s Of fice La rr y Fle isc he r MT A

Rich Le vin Ruby Siegel SY ST RA Consulting
Ge or ge Ha ika lis IRUM Alexandra  Ze tlin Ze tlin Strategic Comm, I nc.
Yvonne Morrow Asse mblyman Silve r’ s O ff ice Andr ea We iss Ze tlin Strategic Comm, I nc.
Pe g Mye rson Wome n’s City Club
Michael O ’Conner Allianc e for  D owntown NY 
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Handout s: 

 Me et ing A genda
 Marc h 9, 1999 PAC  M eet ing #3 Minut es
 Le ve l 2 Build Alt er nat ives
 Le ve l 1 TSM Alter natives

I. Intr oduct ion:

Larry Fleischer, MTA, welcomed participants to the fourth PAC meeting of the Lower Manhattan Access
Study, and introductions of meeting participants were made.  Mr. Fleischer asked for further comments,
questions or additions to the minutes from the third PAC Meeting.  Mr. Sepersky corrected the spelling of
MetroEast.  There were no other additions/changes to the minutes offered and the minutes were accepted
as amended.

II. Project Status/Progress Update
4 Level 2 Long List Review

Ms. Ruby Siegel of Systra Consulting informed attendees that the consultants are busy working on the
conceptual design of Level 2 Build Alternatives.  She briefly described the current list of alternatives
which consists of 5 Build Alternatives and 10 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives.
She explained that TSM measures are designed to enhance rather than expand the existing transportation
system.  These options are less capital intensive than Build Alternatives, and do not involve the same
level of new construction that the long-term alternatives would.  She noted that the commuter rail options
would provide a one-seat ride to Lower Manhattan for both Long Island Railroad and Metro North
commuters.

Mr. John Johnston of Counc ilmembe r G olden’s Of fice asked, whe ther all Brooklyn alte rna tives r efe r only to
downtow n Brooklyn.  Ms. Sie ge l a nswer ed that the commuter  r ail options inc lude an extension to Flatbush
Te rmina l, and subwa y options conte mplate c onnec tions to e xisting Br ooklyn ser vice.   Mr . Papp inf or med
atte nde es of  a  re ce nt Ne w Jer sey T ransa ction Conf ere nc e a nd stated that the Ac ce ss to the Region’s Core 
study c onduc te d a  pane l discussion on their proposal f or a tunne l c onnec tion fr om Gr and Centra l T er minal to
Pe nn Station.  Mr . Papp asked, if the  A RC conne ction does not move ahead, might the Low er  Ma nhattan
study be expanded to c onsider  a Ne w Jer sey/L owe r Manha tta n tunne l a s an adjunct to a  build a lternative .   
Ms. Sie ge l r esponde d tha t w e are  leaving que stions c oncer ning ARC ope n until that study r eac he s its
conc lusions.  In addition, The Lower Manhattan Ac ce ss Study  will conside r benef its a nd tr ave l demand f rom
Ne w Jer se y, but w ill not re comme nd infr astructure  impr ove me nts beyond the Metropolitan Tr ansporta tion
Authority's jurisdiction.  Mr . Fle isc he r sta ted that both L MAS a nd ARC a re  be ing c losely coordina te d.  
Stephen W ilder  of  PCAC a nd Community Board 5 aske d if the re  could be an LL 2B option tha t would
pr ovide  a  la rger ME SA tunne l in or der  to f it commute r rail car s.  Mr. Fleischer  stated that this study is not an
alte rna tive to ME SA , a nd ME SA  de cisions ca nnot be  changed a t this point.

Ms. Sie ge l the n e xplaine d the  10 T SM alter na tives, a nd note d tha t the y a re  de signe d to ge t people  to the ir
de stina tion quicker  and mor e relia bly a nd la rge ly re pr ese nt impr ove me nts to subway servic e.   Mr. Merr il
Fr ank of Counc ilmember  Free d’ s O ff ice  a ske d how  much c apa city the new  te chnology tra in contr ol would
add, and by how muc h time it was being advanced.   Mr. Fleischer  re sponded that this informa tion is be ing
de ve loped.  
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Ms. Sie ge l e xplaine d tha t the  study tea m is now  a nalyz ing the Build a nd TSM a lternative s, cr ea ting
conc eptua l designs deter mining how  they would ope rate, how rider ship would re spond, and dete rmining the
be ne fits.  Mr. Rich Ha nson of  NY SD OT questioned the wording re fe rring to the "f ormer  LI RR Ba y Ridge 
line ."  Mr. Ha nson thought that the bra nch is in use  by the  NY  & Atla ntic Railr oad.  The sta tus of the  line  w ill
be  r eview ed and the  TSM descr iption w ill be cor re cte d as appropr iate. Ms. Eunic e Samuels of Me ltz er 
Towe rs asked w hethe r the  study inc ludes ac ce ss for handic apped a nd elder ly pe ople.  Ms. Siegel re sponded
that anything tha t is built w ill need to f ollow  A DA guide lines a nd there fore will be  fully a cc essible.  Mr.
Johnston comme nte d on ac cess problems f rom southw est Brooklyn (Bay Ridge , Dyker  He ights) to lower 
Ma nhattan, a nd aske d if acc ess improvements to that ar ea ar e inc luded in the study.  Mr . Fle ische r responde d
that while the re ar e benefits to a  br oa d popula tion in this study, the L MA S f oc use s on the suburban commute 
to L owe r Manha tta n.  Ms. Rosa lie  M. Banks empha sized that transportation a cce ss is very important to the 
elde rly a nd ha ndica ppe d.  Mr. Lou Seper sky, MetroEast enc ouraged Ms. Banks to become  and remain
ac tively involved in the  study in order  to make  sure  that this issue is addre ssed.  Ms. Siegel agre ed and a lso
assured Ms. Ba nks that a ll ne w c onstr uc tion is ha ndica p a cc essible. 

4 Lower Manhattan Commuter Rail Station Update
Ms. Siegel reminded members that an initial question that the study needed to address was whether a
station or terminal could be built in Lower Manhattan.  She then clarified the difference between a
terminal and a station. A terminal is where service stops or turns around because it is the end of the line. 
A station is where service runs through and on to another destination on that particular line.  Ms. Siegel
stated that the team has been working on where to site stations.  She explained that the first step was to
create the basic footprint, box or outline of the station by determining the size requirements.  The second
step involved walking through Lower Manhattan to find sites that would fit the station criteria.  She
explained that the station will have to be underground in order to construct it with minimal impact on
adjacent properties.  She stated that the team looked at street width, availability of property and locations
where people work in selecting sites. 

Ms. Siegel informed attendees that only 8 potential sites were found based on this "first glance" review.
These eight were then subjected to a more detailed evaluation, and screened to a list of four.  Ms. Siegel
then presented the Station Site Matrix that explains why 4 stations out of 8 were eliminated.  She
explained that the team looked at existing transit lines, how deep they would have to build, historical
buildings, narrowness of streets, where people want to go, environmental impacts, and how difficult it
would be to construct.  She described station size and depth requirements.  Several construction methods
were examined, including cut and cover, tunnel boring, and marine. She stated that the two most
important criteria are: Constructability (how difficult is it to build) and Does it serve the Goals and
Objectives of the study. Mr. Sepersky asked about high-speed elevators and escalators in order to address
the issue of depth.  Mr. Fleischer explained that if a station is built too deep underground it could fail to
meet fire regulations.  Mr. Hanson asked whether a station could be built horizontally rather than
vertically.  Ms. Siegel responded that space in lower Manhattan is extremely constrained, and building
horizontally would also result in a major disruption of street level activities. Mr. Johnston asked whether
an intermodal facility, such as ferry at the Coast Guard station was considered.  Ms. Siegel pointed out
that this failed to meet the goal of service being near jobs.

Ms. Reed and Ms. Morrow expressed concern about possible impacts to Route 9A, which has just been
built for a 50 year life if a station were to be built in that area, and on the Brooklyn Battery Tunnel
approach.  Ms. Siegel stated that the potential station would be built underground which would minimally
disrupt Route 9A.  Mr. Fleischer pointed out the difficulty in locating potential sites given the amount of
infrastructure already in place.   He stated that no site would be problem-free, but some sites have fewer
or more easily surmountable problems than the others.  It is also much more difficult to locate a station
than a tunnel.  Mr. Henry Colon of the Mayor’s Office of Transportation mentioned concerns with



Pac minutes 4 new.doc Page 4

flooding and global warming in the next 100 years.  Ms. Siegel stated that as we get more detailed
information these questions will be addressed.  Mr. Hansen asked if there is consideration to build an
above ground station. Ms. Siegel stated that at this point they are only looking at underground sites to
bring trains into Lower Manhattan.  The construction of a headhouse for a station will be discussed in the
context of specific commuter rail alternatives.

Ms. Siegel informed attendees that the four potential sites were then screened to two remaining sites.  The
two remaining stations are the WTC-1 site and the Water Street site.  Mr. Papp asked if both sites can
access service from both Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal.  Ms. Siegel responded that the
western station would serve the westside and the eastern station would serve the eastside.  Mr. Papp asked
whether any of the eliminated sites had access to both east and westside service.  The NY Stock Exchange
site might have access to both alignments with difficulty, but there were other significant problems with
that site. Mr. Olmstead asked whether the study was looking at how to circulate people east-west once
they get to lower Manhattan.  Ms. Siegel stated that the study would look at people mover systems for
circulation in lower Manhattan.  Mr. Johnston asked whether there would be a cost differential, with
suburban riders paying more than urban riders for the same trip.  Mr. Fleischer said that hadn't been
contemplated, and pointed out that whatever the study decides, significant benefits will accrue to non-
commuter rail riders.  Mr. DiScala, Metro-North Railroad asked whether the commuter rail station sites
serve all alternatives equally.  Mr. O’Shea asked if the study examined the potential of converting
underutilized subway lines to commuter rail.  Ms. Siegel stated that early in the study, it was decided that
no alternative would remove or diminish capacity from existing service.

Members requested a copy of material detailing station feasibility issues.  It was agreed they would be
distributed with the minutes.

III. NEXT STEPS

Ms. Siegel informed attendees that currently the team is working on the station siting design for both
railroads with maximum flexibility.  In addition, the team is working on the detailed analysis of the
subway options.

PAC meeting #5 is tentatively scheduled for Thursday, September 9, 1999 at the New York City
Department of City Planning’s Spector Hall from 12 Noon to 2 PM.


