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Appendix A:  Response to Comments on the Draft Scope of Work 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This appendix to the Final Scope of Work (FSOW) summarizes and responds to substantive 
comments received during the public comment period for the Draft Scope of Work (DSOW), 
issued on July 1, 2020, for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Empire 
Station Complex project. 

The virtual public scoping meeting on the DSOW was held on July 20, 2020. The comment period 
remained open until 5:00 PM on August 20, 2020. 

Section B lists the organizations and individuals that provided comments relevant to the DSOW. 
Section C contains a summary of these relevant comments and a response to each. These summar-
ies convey the substance of the comments made, but do not necessarily quote the comments ver-
batim. Comments are organized by subject matter and generally parallel the technical areas in 
Section D, “Proposed Scope of Work for the EIS,” of the DSOW. Where more than one 
commenter expressed similar views, those comments have been grouped and addressed together. 
Commenters who expressed general support or general opposition but did not provide substantive 
comments on the DSOW are listed at the end of Section B. All written comments are included in 
Appendix B, “Written Comments Received on the Draft Scope of Work.”  

Where relevant, in response to comments on the DSOW, changes have been made and are shown 
with double underlines in the FSOW. 

B. LIST OF ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS WHO 
COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT SCOPE1 

COMMUNITY BOARDS 

1. Vikki Barbero, Chair, Community Board 5, letter dated July 20, 2020 (CB5_008) 
2. Christine Berthet, Co-chair, Community Board 4 Transportation Committee, oral 

testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Berthet_023) 
3. Dale Corvino Co-chair Community Board 4 Transportation Planning Committee, oral 

testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Corvino_029) 
4. Paul Devlin Co-chair Community Board 4 Land Use Committee, oral testimony delivered 

July 20, 2020 (Devlin_028) 
5. Lowell D. Kern, Chair, Manhattan Community Board 4, letter dated July 30, 2020 

(Kern_069) 

                                                      
1 Citations in parentheses refer to internal tracking references. 
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6. Layla Law-Gisiko, Chair, Community Board 5 Land Use, Housing, and Zoning 
Committee, letter dated July 20, 2020 (CB5_008), oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 
(Law-Gisiko_026), and letter dated August 20, 2020 (Law-Gisiko_082) 

7. Jeffrey LeFrancois, First Vice Chair, Community Board 4, emails dated July 20, 2020 
(LeFrancois_006) (LeFrancois_007) and oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 
(LeFrancois_027) 

8. Betty Mackintosh, Co-chair, Community Board 4 Chelsea Land Use Committee, oral 
testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Mackintosh_024) 

9. July Yang, Community Board 5, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Yang_047) 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

10. Steven Bellone, County Executive, County of Suffolk, letter dated August 13, 2020 
(Bellone_075) 

11. Gale A. Brewer, Manhattan Borough President, letter dated August 20, 2020 (Johnson et 
al_088) 

12. Richard N. Gottfried, New York State Assembly, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 
(Gottfried_025) and letter dated July 22, 2020 (Maloney et al_017) 

13. Brad Hoylman, New York State Senate, letter dated July 22, 2020 (Maloney et al_017) 
and oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Hoylman_031) 

14. Robert Jackson, New York State Senate, letter dated July 22, 2020 (Maloney et al_017) 
and oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Jackson_022) 

15. Corey Johnson, New York City Council Speaker, letter dated August 20, 2020 (Johnson 
et al_088) 

16. Carolyn B. Maloney, United States Congress, letter dated July 22, 2020 (Maloney et 
al_017) 

17. Jerrold Nadler, United States Congress, letter dated July 22, 2020 (Maloney et al_017) 
18. Hilary Semel, New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, letter dated 

August 20, 2020 (Semel_091) 

ORGANIZATIONS AND BUSINESSES  

19. Simeon Bankoff, Executive Director, Historic Districts Council, email dated August 20, 
2020 (Bankoff_087) 

20. Barbara A. Blair, President, The Garment District Alliance, letter dated July 20, 2020 
(Blair_005) 

21. Bradley Brashears, Planning Manager, Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to the 
MTA, oral testimony and oral testimony notes dated July 20, 2020 (Brashears_013) 
(Brashears_033) 

22. Peter Brereton, Council Representative, New York City & Vicinity District Council of 
Carpenters, email dated August 3, 2020 (Brereton_070) 

23. Alexander Bruno, Local 6A Cement Concrete Laborers of New York, oral testimony 
delivered July 20, 2020 (Bruno_042) 

24. Julia Campanelli, President, Hell’s Kitchen Block Association, email dated July 5, 2020 
(Campanelli_001) 

25. Cassandra Carrillo, SEIU 32 BJ, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Carrillo_040) 
26. The City Club of New York, email dated August 17, 2020 (CCNY_079) 
27. Jeremy Colangelo-Bryan, Chief Planner, NJ Transit, oral testimony delivered July 20, 

2020 (Colangelo-Bryan_034) 
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28. Rodney Cook, CEO, National Monument Foundation, oral testimony delivered July 20, 
2020 (Cook_063) 

29. Michette Dennis, Vice President, 100 Black Construction Workers, oral testimony 
delivered July 20, 2020 (Dennis_054) 

30. Chrisopher H. Erb, Vice President, Real Estate; Head of Development Macy’s, letter dated 
August 20, 2020 (Erb_093) 

31. Anthony Falleo, Business Representative, Local 3 IBEW, oral testimony delivered July 
20, 2020 (Falleo_045) 

32. Travis Feehan, Senior Vice President, Columbia Property Trust, letter dated August 20, 
2020 (Feehan_083) 

33. Paul Fernandes, Executive Director, Carpenter Contractor Alliance of Metropolitan New 
York, letter dated August 6, 2020 (Fernandes_071) 

34. Brian Fritsch, Manager of Advocacy Programs, Regional Planning Association, oral 
testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Fritsch_038) 

35. Joseph Geiger, Executive Secretary-Treasurer, New York City & Vicinity District 
Council of Carpenters, letter dated July 30, 2020 (Geiger_068) 

36. Richard Gilligan, Business Agent, Plumbers Local Union No. 1, oral testimony delivered 
July 20, 2020 (Gilligan_037) 

37. Elizabeth Goldstein, President, The Municipal Art Society of New York, letter dated 
August 20, 2020 (Goldstein_084) 

38. Timothy Gordon, Gordon Property Group, letter dated August 14, 2020 (Gordon_076) 
39. James G. Greilsheimer, Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP, letter dated August 24, 

2020 (Greilsheimer_092) 
40. George Haikalis, President, Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, letter dated August 14, 

2020 (Haikalis_080) 
41. Rasul Heatley, Local 79, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Heatley_055) 
42. Leah James, 100 Black Construction Workers, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 

(James_062) 
43. John Jovic, Business Manager, Union First Insulators, Local 12, oral testimony delivered 

July 20, 2020 (Jovic_051) 
44. Denis Kilduff, Local 1 Elevator Constructors, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 

(Kilduff_044) 
45. Hope Knight, President and CEO, Greater Jamaica Development Corporation, oral 

testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Knight_032) 
46. Gary LaBarbera, President, New York City Building and Construction Trades Council, 

oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (LaBarbera_036) 
47. Joseph Lapinski, Mobil 12 Heat and Cross Insulation, oral testimony delivered July 20, 

2020 (Lapinski_052) 
48. Kevin S. Law, President & CEO, Long Island Association, letter dated July 16, 2020 

(Law_002) 
49. Laborers’ International Union of North America (LIUNA), letter dated July 20, 2020 

(LiUNA_004) 
50. Lucas Lopes, Paralegal, Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP, email dated July 20, 2020 

(Lopes_003) 
51. Carene Lopez, Capalino + Company, email dated July 21, 2020 (Lopez_011) 
52. Edward McWilliams, New York City District Council of Carpenters, oral testimony 

delivered July 20, 2020 (McWilliams_043) 
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53. Petra Messick, Director of Planning, Amtrak Gateway Program, oral testimony delivered 
July 20, 2020 (Messick_030) 

54. Raymond Minieri, Business Representative, Local 28 Sheetmetal Workers, oral testimony 
delivered July 20, 2020 (Minieri_064) 

55. Wayne Moten, Black of the BCW, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Moten_057) 
56. John Napisa, Association for a Better New York, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 

(Napisa_046) 
57. Cezar Nicolescu, ReThinkNYC, email dated July 20, 2020 (Nicolescu_015) 
58. New York Landmarks Conservancy, email dated August 17, 2020 (NYLC_078) 
59. Felicia Park-Rogers, Director of Regional Infrastructure Programs, Tri-state 

Transportation Campaign, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Park-Rogers_039) 
60. Dan Pisark, Vice President, Retail Services 34th Street Partnership, letter dated August 

20, 2020 (Pisark_081) 
61. Partnership for New York City, letter dated July 20, 2020 (PNYC_010) 
62. Leonard Resto, President, New Jersey Association of Railroad Passengers, oral testimony 

delivered July 20, 2020 (Resto_056) 
63. Daniel Roche, RethinkNYC, email dated August 20, 2020 (Roche_086) 
64. Michael Salgo, Executive Director, Cement League, email dated July 22, 2020 

(Salgo_065) 
65. Carlo Scissura, President and CEO, New York Building Congress, oral testimony 

delivered July 20, 2020 (Scissura_035) 
66. Barrie Smith, President, 100 Black Construction Workers, oral testimony delivered July 

20, 2020 (Smith_053) 
67. James Joseph Smith, New York City District Council of Carpenters, email dated August 

11, 2020 (Smith_073) 
68. Samuel Turvey, Chairperson, ReThink NYC, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 

(Turvey_048) 
69. Sinade Wadsworth, Council Representative, New York City & Vicinity District Council 

of Carpenters, email dated July 30, 2020 (Wadsworth_067) 
70. Max Wycisk, 34th Street Partnership, oral testimony and oral testimony notes dated July 

20, 2020 (Wycisk_014) (Wycisk_058) 

GENERAL PUBLIC 

71. Mary Barnes, email dated July 21, 2020 (Barnes_016) and letter dated July 23, 2020 
(Barnes_066) 

72. Vishaan Chakrabarti, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Chakrabarti_061) 
73. Joseph Clift, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Clift_050) 
74. Eva Codispoti, email dated August 5, 2020 (Codispoti_072) 
75. Dave Colon, email dated August 12, 2020 (Colon_074) 
76. Sally Gellert, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Gellert_049) 
77. Robert Hale, email dated July 20, 2020 (Hale_012) 
78. Austin Lomax, email dated August 20, 2020 (Lomax_090) 
79. Wendy Machaver, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Machaver_060) 
80. Robert Pale, oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (Pale_041) 
81. Andrew R., oral testimony delivered July 20, 2020 (R._059) 
82. Brad Vogel, email dated August 20, 2020 (Vogel_085) 
83. Jim Wright, email dated August 17, 2020 (Wright_077) 
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C. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Comment 1: I signed up to speak but did not receive the link to join the zoom. Can that 
be shared? I also spoke with Jesse Campoamore about members of 
Community Board 4 being able to testify in order so our testimony tells 
its story. Is that possible? Names would be: Jeffrey LeFrancois, Christine 
Berthet, Dale Corvino, Paul Devlin, Betty Mackintosh. (LeFrancois_006, 
LeFrancois_007) 

Response 1: Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and restrictions on public gatherings, 
the public scoping meeting for the DSOW was conducted as a virtual 
meeting utilizing the Zoom video communications and teleconferencing 
platform. Detailed instructions for participation in the virtual scoping 
meeting were provided with the Combined Notice of Positive 
Declaration, Public Scoping and Intent to Prepare a Draft Environmen-
tal Impact Statement, posted to ESD’s Empire Station Complex web page 
on July 1, 2020. The instructions included a link to an email address for 
those needing assistance participating in the virtual meeting. Participants 
who wished to provide verbal comment during the meeting were given 
the opportunity to sign up to speak during registration and/or once the 
meeting had started. The virtual public scoping meeting on the DSOW 
was held on July 20, 2020. Written and email comments were accepted 
through August 20, 2020 for anyone wishing to provide comments on the 
DSOW, including those who may have experienced difficulty 
participating in the virtual meeting. The speakers noted in the comment, 
including Mr. LeFrancois, provided oral testimony in the virtual scoping 
meeting on July 20, 2020.  

Comment 2: Can the public be provided with a recording or the transcript of the July 
20, 2020 scoping meeting? Will the scoping meeting presentation mater-
ials be available in advance of the meeting? Will copies of all comments 
on the DSOW that were submitted in writing be available? (Barnes_016, 
Campanelli_001, Greilsheimer_092, Lopes_003, Lopez_011) 

Response 2: The recording and presentation materials from the July 20, 2020 scoping 
meeting were made available to the public on the New York State Urban 
Development Corporation d/b/a Empire State Development’s (ESD) 
Empire Station Complex web page (https://esd.ny.gov/empire-station-
complex) on July 22, 2020. The scoping meeting transcript was added to 
the website on July 29, 2020, and copies of all comments submitted in 
writing through the comment period are provided in Appendix B of this 
FSOW.  

https://esd.ny.gov/empire-station-complex
https://esd.ny.gov/empire-station-complex
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Comment 3: The public comment period on the DSOW should be extended, and needs 
to be adequately advertised to ensure maximum participation. Given the 
importance and complexity of the project, we do not think adequate time 
has been given for the public and decision makers to effectively comment 
on the DSOW. (Brashears_013, Goldstein_084) 

Response 3: The DSOW was issued and posted to ESD’s Empire Station Complex 
web page on July 1, 2020. The public comment period remained open 
until August 20, 2020, allowing for 50 days of public review and 
comment. This included an extended 30 days for public comment 
following the virtual scoping meeting held on July 20, 2020, which is 
longer than the ten-day comment period following a scoping meeting that 
is required under the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
Technical Manual. (The state’s SEQRA regulations do not provide a 
specific time period to receive public comments on a DSOW.)  

Comment 4: What has the coordination been between the City and the Department of 
Transportation? (Park-Rogers_039) 

Response 4: As described in the DSOW, the planning, design, and implementation of 
public realm improvements are a collaborative effort of ESD with the 
City, and any public realm measures within the City-owned mapped 
streets would require approval by or cooperation with DOT. In addition, 
ESD has consulted with the Department of City Planning (DCP) and the 
Mayor’s Office of Capital Project Development with respect to the 
Proposed Project in accordance with the UDC Act. ESD has prioritized 
early engagement and coordination with the relevant agencies and 
railroads (i.e., the Metropolitan Transportation Authority [MTA], 
Amtrak, and New Jersey Transit [NJT]) to discuss critical project 
elements such as bulk, height, massing, transit improvements and public 
realm improvements for the district. Beginning in early March and 
through April 2020, ESD and its consultants participated in seven 
planning workshops with DCP , the New York City Department of 
Transportation (DOT), the Mayor’s Office of Capital Project 
Development, MTA, Amtrak, NJT, and the developer team. In addition, 
since April 2020 ESD and its consultants have participated in six 
additional workshops with DOT and DCP regarding elements of the 
Proposed Project. ESD and its consultants also coordinated with DOT at 
the onset of the environmental process to develop travel demand assump-
tions used in determining the appropriate traffic and pedestrian study 
areas for the DEIS analyses. Additional meetings were held with DCP 
and DOT following the virtual scoping meeting, and regular meetings are 
held with the relevant railroads. ESD has also had a number of meetings 
with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) 
regarding the Proposed Project. In addition, because original data 
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collection could not be undertaken due to atypical travel patterns caused 
by the COVID-19 pandemic, extensive review of available data was 
undertaken with DOT to establish an appropriate baseline for analysis. 
Through regular coordination, DOT also advised on anticipated and 
project-specific changes in the transportation network that need to be 
considered in the DEIS analyses of future conditions.  

Comment 5: We hope ESD will engage in a robust public engagement framework. A 
clear process is necessary in which stakeholders have a real say in the 
decision-making process and some oversight over the development as it 
progresses. This process should include local residents, elected officials, 
and other stakeholders, as well as voices from affected transit hubs in the 
region. A Community Advisory Committee and regional citizens liaison 
committee should be formed. A proposed, detailed timeline, showing 
public meetings related to the GPP should be presented to the Community 
Advisory Committee and then finalized with input from stakeholders. 
(Bankoff_087, CCNY_079, Clift_050, Haikalis_080, James_062, 
Johnson et al_088, Vogel_085) 

Response 5: A Community Advisory Committee (CAC) for the Proposed Project was 
established in June 2020, prior to the virtual scoping meeting. Currently, 
there are 20 members including elected officials, community board 
members, and representatives of various stakeholder groups and 
organizations (such as the 34th Street Partnership, the Grand Central 
Partnership, the Municipal Arts Society of New York, and the Regional 
Plan Association). The full list of members is available on ESD’s Empire 
Station Complex webpage at esd.ny.gov/empire-station-complex. To 
date, the CAC has met on June 1, 2020 and December 17, 2020. ESD also 
provided briefings to Manhattan Borough President Gale Brewer, State 
Senators Jackson and Hoylman, New York City Council Speaker Corey 
Johnson, and representatives of Community Boards 4 and 5, the Mayor’s 
Office of Environmental Coordination and the interested/reviewing city 
agencies prior to and during the public scoping period. A project 
presentation was also given to the Office of the New York State 
Comptroller. A project timeline and explanation of opportunities for 
public input during the General Project Plan (GPP) process was included 
in all the public outreach presentations. Please also see the response to 
Comment 4 regarding coordination with other city agencies. 

Comment 6: Will there be opportunities for community residents to get into the land 
process of community land trust opportunities? (James_062) 

Response 6: At this time, community land trust opportunities are not contemplated as 
part of the Proposed Project.  
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SEQRA/CEQR/ULURP PROCESS 

Comment 7: This proposal undermines a century of local planning and zoning. It adds 
millions of square feet of new development with none of the local zoning 
rationales or controls that every other building owner has to follow. A 
project that will have such a significant impact on the City should follow 
ULURP, the City’s well-established process for zoning applications. 
ULURP ensures that the public, community boards, and local elected 
officials have input into the changes that effect their neighborhoods. 
(NYLC_078, Vogel_085, Wright_077) 

Response 7: Although ESD’s actions are not subject to the Uniform Land Use Review 
Procedure (ULURP), it is committed to working with the CAC (which 
includes elected officials, community board members, and 
representatives of various stakeholder groups and organizations) and 
cooperating with the City as contemplated by the UDC Act. As discussed 
in the DSOW, Sites 1 through 8 would be developed in accordance with 
design guidelines referenced in the GPP. The Proposed Actions would 
override use, bulk, density, and potentially other requirements of the New 
York City Zoning Resolution pursuant to the UDC Act. In consultation 
with DCP, ESD would prepare Design Guidelines for the Proposed 
Project that would specify the parameters for permitted development in 
lieu of zoning.  

Comment 8: The parameters of this scope do not adequately meet the SEQRA 
standards for a scope of analysis for a DEIS. This draft scope ignores the 
elimination of community facilities, the impact on local residential areas, 
and includes a primary study area that does not truly reflect the impact of 
such a large-scale development proposal. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 8: The DEIS will include an analysis of community facilities (taking into 
account any that are displaced by the Proposed Project) and will analyze 
the potential for impacts in all analysis areas affecting local residential 
areas, as appropriate. Refer to the response to Comment 2-7 regarding the 
study area boundaries.  

PURPOSE AND NEED 

Comment 9: What evidence is there supporting an increase to 20 million square feet 
of commercial office space? How does this support the expansion of 
platforms in Penn Station? We are troubled about releasing and finalizing 
this DSOW without the master plan being in place. (Park-Rogers_039) 

The project should avoid piling on an excess of office space in this area, 
caused by past rezoning actions. In addition, widely held opinion predicts 
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that post-COVID work practices will depress demand for Class A office 
space. Many Fortune 500 companies have expressed the intention to 
sharply reduce their office footprint. (CB5_008, Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

The government cannot address the stiff competition New York faces 
from remote work by having a “build it and they will come” attitude. 
(Chakrabarti_061) 

This plan seems to exist in a bubble where there is unlimited demand for 
new commercial office space, where East Midtown, Hudson Yards, and 
the World Trade Center site do not exist and where the impact of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, which might depress the need for office space for 
a generation, does not exist. The FSOW must expand the study area to 
determine the impact on commercial office space on those other 
development sites, and whether there is any need for additional office 
space. (NYLC_078) 

Response 9: A goal of the Proposed Project is to provide a substantial amount of new 
commercial development to create a revitalized, transit-oriented district 
that will capitalize on the Project Area’s central Manhattan location 
proximate to passenger rail service at Penn Station and three major 
subway stations. The Proposed Actions are intended to facilitate substan-
tial new commercial development, and the DEIS will evaluate the 
potential impacts of the full extent of the proposed development. 
Contrary to the commenters’ suggestion, there is no plan to construct 
empty office buildings in the hope that demand for commercial leases 
will materialize after the buildings are in place; the construction of an 
office building typically occurs after the developer is satisfied that 
sufficient demand exists for a substantial portion of the new building’s 
office space. If demand for office space within the Project Area is 
insufficiently robust to warrant the completion of each of the Proposed 
Project’s office buildings by the 2038 completion year assumed for 
analysis purposes, then construction and occupancy of the Proposed 
Project office buildings would be deferred. If the development of the 
Proposed Project extends beyond 2038, then many of the economic 
benefits and environmental impacts of the construction and operation of 
the Proposed Project would not occur until a later date. Market absorption 
considerations are outside the scope of the DEIS studies, which examine 
the reasonable worst-case scenario for project development. For 
analytical purposes, the Proposed Project is assumed to be developed 
over a period of approximately 16 years, across multiple economic cycles 
of potential expansions and contractions. Notwithstanding current 
disruptions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, the proximity of 
the Proposed Project’s buildings to abundant transportation service is 
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likely to make them attractive to prospective office tenants over the 
coming decades. As discussed above, in the event conditions stemming 
from the pandemic suppress demand for commercial space for an 
extended period of time, the schedule for implementation of the Proposed 
Project would adjust to those market conditions. As noted in the FSOW, 
the DEIS will qualitatively assess the potential environmental impacts in 
the event completion of the Proposed Project were to occur after the 
assumed 2038 analysis year. As described in the DSOW, in New York 
City, planning initiatives often link high-density development with transit 
and public realm improvements, such as the Hudson Yards Rezoning and 
No. 7 Subway Line Extension and the Greater East Midtown Rezoning. 
The Proposed Project would facilitate high-density redevelopment in the 
area surrounding Penn Station, promoting economic activity and tax 
revenue, and generating revenue for substantial passenger rail and transit 
improvements at Penn Station and area subway stations, as identified 
through the Penn Station Master Plan under development by MTA, 
Amtrak, and NJT.  

As the proposed Project is assumed for analysis purposes to be developed 
over a period of approximately 16 years, and not during the COVID-19 
pandemic, data from recent years prior to the COVID-19 pandemic is 
expected to be reasonably representative of the economic conditions after 
the pandemic subsides and the region reopens. 

Comment 10: The priority of the DSOW needs to be to create a transit hub for the City 
and surrounding areas that drastically reduces greenhouse gas emission 
and encourages multimodal use of public transit. (Maloney et al_017) 

With regard to the programming and principal goals, we believe a more 
careful and multi-modal-oriented analysis of transportation improvement 
needs is necessary. Simply adding track capacity may not be the solution. 
(Johnson et al_088) 

Response 10: ESD understands the importance of moving away from vehicle-oriented 
planning, and the GPP emphasizes transit-oriented and micro-mobility 
solutions for the Proposed Project. Because the Proposed Project would 
be located in one of the most rail-accessible and transit-accessible loca-
tions in New York City, it is anticipated that it would result in fewer 
automobile trips than a similar amount of office space constructed outside 
of New York City, or even in most other locations within New York City. 
As noted in the DSOW, a goal of the Proposed Project is to improve 
passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation. The DEIS 
transportation analysis will account for the use of multiple modes of 
transportation for the person trips generated by the Proposed Project. For 
instance, trips arriving by commuter rail at Penn Station will be assumed 
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to change to another mode of transportation (e.g., subway, bus, auto, or 
walking) to complete their journey. In addition, an objective of the 
Proposed Project is to maximize incorporation of sustainable design 
practices to achieve environmentally superior performance in the new 
buildings. The development on Sites 1, 2 and 3 would meet this goal as 
energy efficient measures and sustainable design elements would be 
required criteria in the RFP’s for these Sites. As noted in the DSOW, the 
DEIS will include an assessment of the Proposed Project’s consistency 
with New York State’s and New York City’s established GHG reduction 
goals.  

Comment 11: I am not sure 40 percent track capacity expansion is sufficient. The Draft 
Scope notes that in the past decade, Amtrak, New Jersey Transit and 
LIRR’s riderships have increased about 26 percent. With a 2038 project 
completion date, I request and urge that ESD further disclose and clarify 
the projections used to determine the 40 percent capacity expansion. 
(Yang_047) 

Response 11: The DSOW states that the expanded Penn Station, which would allow for 
the addition of eight or nine tracks, would increase Penn Station’s 
platform capacity by approximately 40 percent. Such an improvement 
does not necessarily correlate with a proportional increase in ridership. 
The DEIS will include a discussion of existing and future ridership 
(including the Proposed Project’s incremental rail demand) at Penn 
Station. 

Comment 12: For decades New Yorkers have been given the false promise that taller 
real estate construction would provide upgraded transportation, 
affordable housing, lower homeless rates, new centers for schools, 
permanent housing, and the like. Meanwhile, affordable housing units are 
destroyed and not replaced. Neighborhood amenities are not built. 
Permanent jobs are not created but burdens on our City services; our 
firefighters, our peacekeepers, hospital beds and infrastructure increase 
at an escalating cost to working and middle class voters. (Machaver_060) 

Response 12: Comment noted. As discussed in the DSOW, the Proposed Project is 
intended to provide benefits to the local community, City, state, and 
region. These benefits would include revitalizing the area around Penn 
Station, fostering economic growth and tax revenue, improving transit 
facilities and pedestrian infrastructure, creating new publicly accessible 
open space, and supporting improvements to and expansion of Penn 
Station.  
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Comment 13: I do not support the proposed demolishing of the existing buildings within 
the study area. New York City has many projects to provide additional 
office space in the short-term—such as the East Midtown rezoning, the 
proposed 2 World Trade Center and 5 World Trade Center buildings in 
Lower Manhattan, and the second phase of the Hudson Yards 
development. Instead of starting a lengthy, expensive, eminent domain 
process, the state should be looking to improve transportation options in 
those areas instead of doubling down on focus on Penn Station. 
(Lomax_090) 

Response 13: Comment noted. As discussed in the DSOW, Penn Station is the main 
intercity railroad station and a major commuter railroad station in New 
York City. As clarified in the FSOW, with nearly 600,000 rail and 
subway trips per day, it is the busiest passenger transportation hub in 
North America, and offers unmatched connectivity between intercity rail 
service, commuter rail service, and local subway service. Therefore, the 
Project Area is an appropriate location for high-density commercial 
development. Furthermore, robust growth in ridership into Penn Station 
in the future is projected as rail service is expanded and the population in 
the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), NJT, Amtrak, and Metro-North 
Railroad (Metro-North) service areas continues to grow. In the future, 
without any expansion to the station itself, overcrowding will continue to 
worsen as the number of commuters grows. Therefore, facilitating the 
improvement and expansion of Penn Station are necessary to 
accommodate long-term growth in rail ridership. 

Comment 14: The Draft Scope identifies Public Realm Improvements that could be 
considered in the project Summary, however omits this in the Goals and 
Objectives section. The document is vague as to the urban design goals 
that would be established for the modest public realm improvements that 
are proposed. Given that a 40% increase in commuters and occupants of 
the developments is predicted, a much greater focus on public space 
addresses the huge public impacts must be a top priority for a project of 
this scale. (Wright_077) 

Response 14: The discussion of the Proposed Project’s goals and objectives in the 
DSOW identifies key public realm improvements as objectives, including 
widening sidewalks in the Project Area and creating publicly accessible 
passive open space. ESD would prepare Design Guidelines for the 
Proposed Project, which would specify the parameters for permitted de-
velopment in lieu of zoning. Additional information on the Design Guide-
lines will be provided in the DEIS.  
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT FINANCING AND SOURCES OF REVENUE 

Comment 1-1: The project should explore the possibility of an increase in federal 
funding and a commensurate reduction in density. This analysis must also 
evaluate alternative funding plans such as PILOTs, funding from the 
various transit entities, government bonds, private equity, creative 
partnerships, and use of development rights. The Scope should prove that 
alternative funding mechanisms are not available. (CB5_008, 
Goldstein_084, Kern_069, Law-Gisiko_082, LeFrancois_027, Maloney 
et al_017) 

The ambitious vision that this scope reflects will require further 
development and there are still critical questions that must be answered. 
High among those is the financial feasibility of the project; the City has 
not yet been afforded an opportunity to review and understand the State’s 
and transit agencies’ financing plan for the project. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-1: The Proposed Project is complex, with multiple components and con-
struction occurring over many years, and it involves various state and 
federal entities (e.g., ESD, MTA, NJT, and Amtrak), as well as private 
developers. The Proposed Project would provide one potential source of 
funding for the proposed expansion and improvement of Penn Station, 
which is needed to accommodate the anticipated growth in rail ridership 
that will occur with or without the Proposed Project. However, the 
Proposed Project would not alone generate sufficient funds to pay for the 
proposed expansion of Penn Station. The proposed expansion of Penn 
Station will require substantial capital funding from the federal 
government, the State of New York, and/or the State of New Jersey, as 
well as additional sources of funding. Financing of the station expansion 
would likely require various financing structures and federal and state 
appropriations that are currently unknown. ESD and its partners are ex-
ploring multiple funding options—including Payments In Lieu of Taxes 
(PILOT), sale of development rights, the sale of bonds, grants, and other 
mechanisms—that could be utilized to finance and support the Proposed 
Project. In addition, the development of the commercial buildings, and 
the site-specific public realm and transportation improvements, would be 
privately funded with developer equity and private financing. If the 
required capital funding is not obtained, the expansion would not occur, 
and the buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would not be built; alternatively, if 
there is a delay in obtaining the required capital funding for the expansion 
of Penn Station, then the expansion would be delayed, and the 
construction of the buildings on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would also be delayed. 
The development of new buildings on Sites 4 through 8 would not be 
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contingent on the schedule for the Penn Station Master Plan and could 
proceed independently. Purely economic considerations—such as those 
related to the potential availability of public capital funds, financing, and 
the funding streams made available through a Payments In Lieu of Taxes 
(PILOT) mechanism—are outside the scope of the DEIS studies, and 
therefore no assessment of financial feasibility, revenue projections, 
alternative funding mechanisms, or other financing considerations is 
required. Nonetheless, the DEIS will include a brief discussion of project 
financing considerations for context and background. 

Comment 1-2: An analysis is required to show the net revenue expected as well as the 
market value of each development site. A contingency plan is needed if 
the economy no longer supports major office development. Analysis of 
overall revenues should consider future pricing of transfer rights and 
index them on real estate values annually. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The Draft scope barely addresses the mechanism for the private-to-public 
funding transfer. This represents a tremendous risk whether the 
transportation funding will actually materialize when it is needed. 
(Wright_077) 

Value-capture will fund the additional tracks to the south of Penn Station. 
Once the agreements are executed for the expansion and improvements, 
what funding mechanism will be used for ongoing maintenance of the 
Complex? (Brashears_013) 

A financial analysis should show the funding needed for the Penn Station 
expansion and public realm improvements. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-2: Purely economic considerations, such as those related to costs, financing, 
and PILOTs, are outside the scope of the DEIS. A value capture 
framework would generate revenue for the rail and transit improvements, 
but this mechanism is not expected to pay for the entire cost of expanding 
Penn Station. Funding mechanisms for ongoing maintenance have yet to 
be determined. 

Comment 1-3: The Scope should describe the need for an agreement from the Hudson 
Yards Development Corporation (HYDC) and the Hudson Yards 
Infrastructure Corporation (HYIC) regarding the proposed GPP. HYIC 
bonds for infrastructure improvements in the Hudson Yards development 
area are based on both projected real estate tax revenue and contributions 
to the District Improvement Fund through zoning bonuses. Because those 
zoning bonuses would be extinguished through the proposed GPP, the 
changes need to be studied for any impact on the bond’s revenue streams; 
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and on the City of New York’s budget as a backstop for the bondholders. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-3: The Proposed Project does not require the participation or agreement of 
the Hudson Yards Development Corporation (HYDC) or Hudson Yards 
Infrastructure Corporation (HYIC). The Proposed Project’s eight 
development sites are not located in the Hudson Yards Financing District. 
Any changes to the HYIC bonds revenue streams indirectly resulting 
from the Proposed Project’s construction or operation outside of the 
Hudson Yards Financing District would be outside the scope of the DEIS.  

Comment 1-4: Although the material provided so far does not explain how value-capture 
would work at Penn Station, as an alternative to zoning-for-dollars we 
suggest consideration of a tax increment district. While tax increment 
financing would fund improvements to the public realm that are part of 
public facilities, including Penn Station and the adjacent subway stations, 
and are in and under streets and other public areas, zoning is the right tool 
to ensure that buildings properly connect to and supplement the rest of 
the public realm. (CCNY_079) 

We acknowledge that various zoning variances and creative value 
recapture strategies will be needed to fund transit and other 
improvements. We recommend that zoning variances, “upzoning” be 
limited and that Tax Increment Financing (TIF) be more greatly utilized 
to fund this project and to help maintain the positive characteristics of the 
neighborhood through adaptive reuse. We recommend that the potential 
parcels used to fund these improvements be expanded beyond the area 
presently proposed.  

These recommendations are necessary in order to retain some of what is 
best of the neighborhood’s character. Our Madison Square Garden site 
facing Broadway would now look across a vintage Sixth Avenue vista 
which would frame the Empire State building. Many other underutilized 
sites could utilize Tax Increment Financing to fund a revitalized 
neighborhood including a new Penn Station and Madison Square Garden. 
These value recaptures and other strategies will retain an important 
vestige of New York’s iconic physical character and would be a 
tremendous boon to the local and regional economy. (Roche_086) 

The Empire Station project raises many issues, including the improper 
use of zoning to raise revenue as opposed to guiding land use, an issue 
City Club has dealt with in the past. (CCNY_079) 

Response 1-4: It is proposed that the sites included as part of the Proposed Project would 
be developed in accordance with a GPP adopted and affirmed under the 
UDC Act, which would address conditions in the area surrounding Penn 
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Station, and define the boundaries of the Project Area. Tax increment 
financing is a mechanism by which a municipality may sell bonds to 
financing proposed development, with the bonds secured by certain 
dedicated revenue streams resulting from the development. It is not 
currently anticipated that a new TIF district would be created for the 
purpose of financing the Proposed Project, but ESD and its partners are 
considering other bond financing mechanisms. 

PROJECT LOCATION/BOUNDARIES 

Comment 1-5: We are concerned that the narrow boundaries of the proposed district 
make it very difficult, if not impossible, to consider all of the potential 
options that make a truly comprehensive district planning process to 
evaluate. At the very least, the boundaries should include Herald and 
Greeley Squares, all of 34th Street from Sixth to Eighth Avenue, and the 
entirety of the blocks containing parts of Penn Station South. 
(Fritsch_038) 

Bringing over 200,000 additional riders and pedestrians to an already 
crowded station and neighborhood once Gateway and the Penn access 
projects are fully completed will require transit and public space 
improvements far beyond the current boundaries of the proposed project 
space and should be included in the project’s process. (Fritsch_038) 

While the City appreciates that the Proposed Project incorporates the 
City’s recommendation to include avenues and cross streets, the Project 
Area should be expanded to include public improvements at Herald 
Square, Greeley Square, and Broadway. The City has recorded intense 
latent demand for public space in the area as a result of previous 
expansions. Improvements along Broadway will provide more space for 
improved station access, greatly enhance public space for the thousands 
of people working and shopping in the area and create an iconic gateway 
to the new Empire Station Complex. The City reiterates that construction 
of these vibrant and energetic plaza spaces as part this project are vital to 
creating a livable district that will attract both visitors and economic 
investment. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-5: The boundaries of the GPP project area were defined to support the goals 
and objectives of the Proposed Project, which are focused on improving 
the area around Penn Station, supporting the reconstruction and 
expansion of Penn Station, and improving subway stations and transit and 
pedestrian connections to Penn Station. The GPP is centered on the area 
around Penn Station, and the various components of the Proposed Project 
all have a connection to Penn Station and the immediately surrounding 
public realm. Improvements to areas farther from Penn Station would not 
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be as supportive of the project’s goals and objectives. As described in the 
FSOW, the Proposed Project would introduce a new through-block open 
space on Site 2 between West 30th and West 31st Streets, and would 
include substantial improvements to the existing Plaza 33, a public plaza 
on West 33rd Street west of Seventh Avenue that is currently closed for 
construction of the East End Gateway. 

As discussed in the DSOW, the DEIS will assess the potential for 
significant adverse impacts to transportation, including transit and 
pedestrians, and will account for the additional rail ridership to the 
proposed expansion of Penn Station. The study area for this analysis will 
extend beyond the boundaries of the GPP. If significant adverse impacts 
are identified, the DEIS will identify any practicable mitigation measures 
to avoid or reduce those impacts. Mitigation measures could include 
improvements to areas beyond the Project Area. 

PROJECT COMPONENTS 

Residential/Affordable Housing 

Comment 1-6: A hotel is an inappropriate use on Site 1 because residential uses are 
adjacent to the site. (Mackintosh_024) 

Response 1-6: Comment noted. As noted in the DSOW, the DEIS will discuss the 
Proposed Project’s potential effects related to issues of compatibility with 
surrounding land use, including the hotel use on Site 1. 

Comment 1-7: Residential development with affordable housing must be included in the 
project. Site 1 should be a residential site (with no hotel) that offers 
contextual development with residential blocks to the south, especially 
Penn South, and addresses community needs. Other sites should be 
considered as well. (CB5_008, Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Note that the proposal does not allow for mixed commercial/residential 
development on these sites which may turn out to be a better template for 
the City’s future. (Wright_077) 

The scope should include affordable housing (at least 30% of market-rate 
housing). (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Mackintosh_024, Roche_086) 

ESD must incorporate greatly increased mixed-use affordable housing 
into the plan, particularly at Sites 1 and 4, but should also consider other 
sites located in both CD4 and CD5. (Maloney et al_017) 

Response 1-7: As discussed in the DSOW, the Proposed Project is a comprehensive 
redevelopment initiative to create a modern, transit-oriented commercial 
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district centered around Penn Station. As such, the Proposed Project 
would result in the construction of primarily commercial space. 

In response to public comments regarding the inclusion of residential use, 
the FSOW includes a Residential Alternative, which would result in the 
development of new residential units, including affordable units, on Sites 
1, 4, and 8. Refer to the response to Comment 21-7 regarding the 
Residential Alternative. The development of residential use on other sites 
in Community Districts 4 and 5 is outside the scope of the Proposed 
Project and the DEIS. 

Community Facilities/Services 

Comment 1-8: Will we be able to have community space and green space? (James_062) 

The scope should include tree planting and public art installations in as 
many locations as possible. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

We urge that a central open space and major train station entrance over 
the revitalized Penn Station be evaluated. (Goldstein_084) 

The Proposed Project should create significant and signature open spaces 
in the area for neighboring communities, workers, and visitors by 
establishing a network of spaces that is responsive to, and that can help 
facilitate the movement of commuters in the area. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-8: As discussed in the DSOW, the Proposed Project would result in the 
implementation of public realm improvements in the Project Area, 
including a new public plaza on Site 2 directly over the proposed Penn 
Station expansion, improvements to Plaza 33, sidewalk widenings, and 
potentially other improvements such as shared streets and improved bike 
lanes in the Project Area. A “shared street” is a roadway designed for 
slow travel speeds where pedestrians and cyclists share the right-of-way 
with slow-moving vehicles. Shared streets are designed to accommodate 
high pedestrian volumes and low traffic volumes and speeds. It is 
expected that the new public plaza and Plaza 33 would include new trees 
with the Proposed Project. Design guidelines related to landscaping will 
be developed in parallel with the preparation of the DEIS. If the DEIS 
identifies significant adverse impacts with respect to open space, it will 
seek to identify measures to mitigate such impacts. Such mitigation could 
occur outside the Project Area. 

Comment 1-9: We demand that the proposed development include plans for a portion of 
it to serve our district’s needs. Such public benefit could be in the form 
of a cultural institution (e.g., a museum on Penn Station history), meeting 
spaces for community organizations, spaces for community 
organizations, spaces for events and town hall meetings, a substantial 
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open space (public parkland), a health facility (hospital), or an 
educational facility (school). Such public benefit should be included in 
the FSOW so as to guarantee its viability. (CB5_008, Kern_069, Law-
Gisiko_082, LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017) 

Include arts and culture, public buildings such as a library, or other uses 
that the community may identify as potential needs. As we have heard 
from many in the affected communities, the proposal should carefully 
consider the area’s needs for community facilities and local and regional 
affordable housing. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 1-9: At this time, community services such as those mentioned in the comment 
are not contemplated as part of the Proposed Project. However, as 
described in the DSOW, one of the goals of the Proposed Project is to 
improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, 
access, and safety, which includes the implementation of public realm 
improvements including new publicly accessible open space to serve 
residents, workers, and visitors in the area. In addition, the FSOW 
includes a Residential Alternative, which would result in the development 
of new residential units, including affordable units, on Sites 1, 4, and 8. 
Refer to the response to Comment 21-7 regarding the Residential Alter-
native.  

Comment 1-10: Because so many homeless people live and congregate in or near Penn 
Station, special services for this population should be considered, 
including space for social services and the associated work populations. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Roche_086) 

Supportive housing development and investment in transition space and 
programs to meaningfully address homelessness are crucial to the station 
and our neighborhoods. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Roche_086) 

Response 1-10: Comment noted. The DEIS will assess the potential environmental 
impacts of the displacement of the Olivieri Drop-In center at 257 West 
30th Street. 

Miscellaneous 

Comment 1-11: The proposed 400 spaces of traditional parking should be eliminated and 
replaced with a parking application that is relevant to a transit center. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-11: Comment noted. As shown in Table 3 of the DSOW, the Proposed Project 
would result in a substantial reduction in off-street parking spaces within 
the Project Area compared to the future without the Proposed Project. 
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ADAPTIVE REUSE 

Comment 1-12: Adaptive reuse of historical structures in the proposed project area, rather 
than complete demolition should be considered. The project will result in 
the demolition of several buildings that are either listed or eligible for 
listing on the State/National Register of Historic Places (S/NR). These 
include the S/NR-eligible Hotel Pennsylvania on Seventh Avenue and the 
five S/NR-eligible properties on block 780, the Church and Rectory of 
St. John the Baptist, the Fairmount Building, the loft buildings at 247 
West 31st Street and 259-261 West 31st Street, and the Penn Station 
Service Building. The FSOW and DEIS must evaluate an alternative 
development plan that reduces or eliminates the need to demolish these 
structures. We also expect the evaluation to disclose feasible options that 
obviate the need to demolish historic buildings included in the Penn 
Station Master Plan. (Devlin_028, Goldstein_084, Johnson et al_088, 
Kern_069, Law-Gisko_082, LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017, 
NYLC_078) 

We ask that the historic character of much of the neighborhood be pre-
served while certain sites are developed and upzoned in limited circum-
stances. Specifically, on the south side of 31st Street the mid-block park-
ing garage should be removed in favor of a through block park, the his-
toric church on the East side of this park should be preserved as should 
the facades of the original Penn Station Power Station to the west of the 
proposed park. The Pennsylvania Hotel and buildings immediately south 
should be preserved or adaptively reused. So, too, with the East Side of 
Sixth Avenue and/or Broadway between 35th Street and 31st Street. 
(Roche_086) 

Can large amounts of Block 780 be repurposed and redesigned without 
being torn down in virtually its entirety? (Park-Rogers_039) 

Response 1-12: As discussed in the DSOW, the DEIS will include an analysis of potential 
impacts to historic and cultural resources in the Project Area and a 
surrounding study area. This analysis will assess the effects on known 
historic architectural resources in the study area, including those noted in 
the comment. The DEIS also will include an alternatives analysis that 
evaluates whether there are prudent and feasible alternatives that would 
avoid the demolition of the historic resource on Site 7 while still 
achieving the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project in accordance 
with Section 14.09 of the New York State Historic Preservation Act. 
Although the sites that would be occupied by a proposed expansion of 
Penn Station are included within ESD’s GPP boundaries, the siting, 
planning, property acquisition, and construction of the Penn Station 
expansion on Sites 1, 2 (Block 780), and 3 would be subject to separate 
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actions and approvals by or for the involved public transportation 
agencies and would be subject to environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and a historic resource 
impact review pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. An analysis of alternatives to demolishing the historic 
resources on Sites 2 and 3 would be prepared by the lead federal agency 
for the expansion of Penn Station in accordance with Section 106 
regulations, and any other applicable federal laws and regulations. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS 

General 

Comment 1-13: Although part of a transit-oriented scheme, there is a lack of detailed 
transportation solutions, improvements to the existing station, and an 
overall vision for the public realm and pedestrian experience. (Johnson et 
al_088) 

The lack of detail provided on key parts of the plan, including renovations 
to Penn Station, the configuration of Penn South, and the public realm 
improvement makes it impossible for us to fully assess the plan. 
(Fritsch_038)  

The proposal to put an intense new density around the existing Penn 
Station, even with the addition of Moynihan Station, without a plan to fix 
the main station is clearly putting the cart before the horse. There must 
be a clear, robust, and publicly approved plan to reimagine the main train 
station. (Chakrabarti_061) 

The FSOW and DEIS must include detailed transit drawings and 
descriptions of all the proposed transit improvements, development, and 
public realm plans. Drawings must include site plans, elevations, and all 
critical programmatic information. (Goldstein_084) 

My concern is that this project looks like a lot of fundraising for a transit 
project that we don’t know the details of. (Gellert_049) 

Response 1-13: The DSOW describes the transit and public realm improvements to be 
implemented in connection with the construction of each development 
site, including specific improvements to the three 34th Street subway 
stations in the Project Area. These improvements will be further detailed 
as part of the DEIS analyses. As noted in the DSOW, MTA, Amtrak, and 
NJT are preparing a Master Plan for Penn Station, which includes a 
number of separate, but complementary projects, including the existing 
station reconstruction, the new Moynihan Train Hall, and the proposed 
Penn Station expansion. The planning process for the Penn Station 
Master Plan is expected to continue under the leadership of the involved 
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railroads. Detailed design drawings for the proposed transit 
improvements, developments, and public realm improvements will not 
be available at the time of the DEIS for the ESD project, nor are they 
required for the purposes of the environmental review for this project.  

Public Transportation Improvements 

Comment 1-14: With nine additional tracks and five new platforms, will the four 
carriers—Amtrak, LIRR, NJT, and Metro-North—get “dedicated” 
tracks, or will they all be sharing? Who gets priority? And how will this 
be affected by Metro-North’s Penn Access? (Brashears_013) 

Response 1-14: All four railroads are developing new operating plans to accommodate 
their proposed changes in service, including Metro-North trains serving 
Penn Station via the Penn Station Access Project and via Amtrak’s 
Empire Line, increases in Amtrak’s Acela Service at Moynihan Train 
Hall and accounting for redirection of LIRR trains to Grand Central 
Terminal as part of the East Side Access project. The railroads are already 
coordinating this planning process. As noted in the DSOW, NJT will 
likely operate the largest number of trains and will carry the largest 
passenger volumes on the tracks and platforms comprising the proposed 
expansion of Penn Station. Track and platform usage in all three facilities 
will be subject to future agreements among the railroads with the goal of 
achieving an equitable sharing of track and platform resources. It is 
expected that the Metro-North Penn Station Access project will not 
substantially affect the use of the new tracks/platforms associated with 
the Penn Station expansion, as it would be accommodated on track and 
platform capacity freed up by the East Side Access project.  

Comment 1-15: Even though Moynihan Train Hall will be primarily utilized for Amtrak, 
platforms will not be extended west from their current positions. This 
means potentially long walks underground for customers. Will platform 
extensions be considered? (Brashears_013) 

Response 1-15: At this time, platform extensions beneath Moynihan Train Hall are not 
being considered in connection with the Proposed Project.  

Comment 1-16: The plan is missing surface transit improvements, such as a convergence 
of 34th Street into a crosstown busway and the addition of a 32nd Street 
pedestrian way between Seventh and Sixth Avenues to better connect 
pedestrians to Herald Square and the many transit options there. (Park-
Rogers_039) 

The scope should include shared streets of both West 31st and West 33rd 
Street and busways on both Eighth and Ninth Avenues. (Berthet_023) 
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Study the creation of busways (similar to 14th Street—trucks and local 
drop-off, no through private traffic) on Eighth Avenue and Ninth Avenue 
from West 30th to West 42nd Street, and on West 34th Street. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Shared Streets should be created along East 33rd Street from Ninth 
Avenue to Sixth Avenue, and East 32nd Street from Seventh Avenue to 
Sixth Avenue surrounding 15 Penn and Manhattan Mall (Block 808). 
(Semel_091) 

Study the creation of further shared streets on 31st Street between 
Seventh and Ninth Avenues. (Maloney et al_017) 

Study the creation of shared streets on 31st Street from Seventh to Ninth 
Avenues in addition to West 33rd Street. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-16: The DSOW describes the public realm improvements that would be 
facilitated by the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project envisions the 
future provision of “shared streets,” in the Project Area. ESD would 
coordinate with DOT regarding the development of shared streets within 
City-owned mapped streets, and any such shared street would require 
DOT’s approval and cooperation. Under the Proposed Project, West 32nd 
Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues and West 33rd Street between 
Sixth and Ninth Avenues would potentially be converted to shared 
streets. To ESD’s knowledge, DOT is not considering busways on 34th 
Street or Eighth and Ninth Avenues at this time; however, the Proposed 
Project would not prevent DOT from pursuing such proposals in the 
future. West 31st Street is not a good candidate for converting to a shared 
street due to the presence of a New York City Fire Department (FDNY) 
fire house on the block, among other considerations. 

Comment 1-17: It is clear that the DSOW was seriously divorced from what the 
operational plan would be for Penn Station. Therefore, we cannot render 
an opinion until we know what will happen underground, which 
ultimately is what matters to the daily rider. (Resto_056) 

Response 1-17: As noted in the DSOW, the Penn Station Master Plan, undertaken 
separately by MTA, Amtrak, and NJT, is examining existing and future 
ridership at Penn Station and will identify potential circulation improve-
ments that would be necessary to accommodate the projected future rider-
ship. As part of the Penn Station Master Plan, more extensive improve-
ments in the Penn Station area may be identified for future implementa-
tion. These items are not part of the Proposed Project, and details on what 
may advance for consideration are not available at this time, but some of 
the potential improvements could provide substantial benefits for above- 
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and below-grade pedestrian circulation. The DEIS will describe qualita-
tively how certain project-related impacts could be mitigated with the im-
plementation of recommendations from the Penn Station Master Plan. 
The DEIS will not assess the potential environmental impacts of the 
operational plan for Penn Station because those are separate matters to be 
undertaken by MTA and the railroads in accordance with their statutory 
powers and exemptions. However, where appropriate, the DEIS will 
account for interior Penn Station activities under the Penn Station Master 
Plan; for instance, the DEIS construction analysis will account for 
potential concurrent construction activities for both the Proposed Project 
and the Penn Station Master Plan (both the proposed expansion and the 
reconstruction of the existing station). ESD is working in close 
coordination with the MTA, Amtrak, and NJT so that the relevant 
information from the Penn Station Master Plan is adequately integrated 
in the DEIS.  

Comment 1-18: Any plan to fix Penn Station must address the unacceptable safety and 
congestion issues presented by the present station. The amount of public 
circulation space must be multiplied sevenfold. It must be unencumbered 
by retail, gaudy signage, or other commercial uses. (Chakrabarti_061) 

The Penn Station Master Plan should provide for significant improve-
ments to the existing Penn Station environment and improved transit 
connections to subways and rail. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-18: The Proposed Project would support the implementation of the Penn 
Station Master Plan by effecting improvements at the eight development 
sites and adjoining subway stations and pedestrian corridors, and by 
generating revenue from the new development to be applied towards the 
implementation of the plan. As discussed in the DSOW, to create a 
framework for addressing Penn Station’s design and operational 
deficiencies, MTA, Amtrak, and NJT are preparing a Master Plan for 
Penn Station, including the reconstruction of the existing station, the new 
Moynihan Train Hall, and the proposed Penn Station expansion. The 
planning process for the Penn Station Master Plan is expected to continue 
under the direction of the involved railroads. The Penn Station Master 
Plan will provide for the integration of the different station components 
functionally, operationally, and architecturally to produce a cohesive 
station complex that will improve circulation and connections to the 
surrounding district.  

Comment 1-19: The proposed Penn-Greeley Passageway is a new east–west connector 
from the Seventh Avenue IRT into the Sixth Avenue and Broadway 
Subway lines and PATH. This is a critical passageway as the majority of 
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users leaving Penn Station travel north and east and additional 
development will increase ridership on the Seventh and Eighth Avenue 
subway lines. Therefore, it is vital to create strong pedestrian 
connections—both above and below ground—between Penn Station and 
Herald and Greeley Squares. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-19: Comment noted. As noted in the DSOW, an objective of the Proposed 
Project is to create a below grade east–west corridor connecting the 34th 
Street–Herald Square and the 34th Street–Penn Station-Seventh Avenue 
subway stations. 

Comment 1-20: The proposed Eastern Concourse is an important below grade connector 
that would be a direct passageway from Penn Station, the new Terminal, 
across Seventh Avenue to the eastern end of Seventh Avenue, moving 
northward below grade through development sites up to 34th Street. This 
would greatly improve commuter movements to the north and east with 
a direct below grade connection. The Eastern Concourse would connect 
to the new Penn-Greeley Passageway. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-20: As noted in the DSOW, a potential north–south below-grade concourse 
east of Seventh Avenue (between approximately West 30th Street and 
West 34th Street) and two new crossings below Seventh Avenue to 
connect Penn Station to the potential new north–south concourse are 
under consideration subject to additional analysis for engineering and 
financial feasibility. The DEIS will discuss this potential north–south 
concourse. 

Comment 1-21: I do not see a commitment other than the vaguest of terms to a complete 
unification of signage, communications, and dispatching, which would 
address many station deficiencies. (Brashears_013, Hale_012) 

Response 1-21: The unification of station operations is being studied as part of the Penn 
Station Master Plan. Any changes in dispatching necessitated by changes 
to service plans being studied as part of the expansion of Penn Station 
will be handled by Amtrak as the owner and maintainer of the trackage 
in and around Penn Station, and the Northeast Corridor in general. 
Signage and wayfinding within the entire Empire Station Complex are 
being studied as part of the Penn Station Master Plan.  

Comment 1-22: Do the stairway improvements include any improvements in accessibility 
for the disabled or those with physical limitations with additional 
elevators or escalators? (Park-Rogers_039) 

Response 1-22: As noted in the DSOW, the proposed transit improvements at Site 7 
would include a new ADA-compliant elevator adjacent to the West 33rd 



Empire Station Complex 

 A-26  

Street subway entrance just east of Seventh Avenue. In addition, the 
FSOW also notes that the Proposed Project would include a replacement 
of the elevator in the current building on Site 8 that connects to the 
PATH–Herald Square Station concourse below. 

Public Realm Improvements 

Comment 1-23: The completion of the Ninth Avenue bike lane as a protected bike lane 
between 30th and 33rd Streets is a prerequisite. (Berthet_023, Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017) 

It is essential that the design of streets in the city’s core incorporate 
protected bike lanes and the City appreciates the inclusion of such lanes 
on Seventh and Eighth Avenues, as well as 31st Street in the DSOW. 
Build-out of the protected bicycle lane on Ninth Avenue should be added. 
As the City has highlighted, the usefulness of these lanes will be greatly 
increased by extending the network beyond the few blocks of the project 
area, and this should be accommodated in the scope to the extent possible. 
Grade-separated protected bike lanes are needed along these corridors to 
ensure safe space for cycling apart from heavy vehicular volumes. These 
lanes will complement the growing bike network in Midtown, which sees 
more than 12,500 Citi Bike trips daily and where the bike commuting 
mode share is double that in the rest of the city. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-23: The completion of the Ninth Avenue bike lane is not currently contem-
plated as part of the Proposed Project. However, as noted in the DSOW, 
protected bicycle lanes on Seventh and Eighth Avenues and West 31st 
Street are under consideration for implementation in the Proposed Pro-
ject, and are accounted for in the DEIS. With respect to improvements 
beyond the Project Area, please refer to the response to Comment 1-5 
regarding the rationale for the Project Area boundaries. The Proposed 
Project does not preclude DOT from constructing a bike lane on Ninth 
Avenue or extending bike lanes into areas beyond Project Area 
boundaries. In fact, it is our understanding that the portion of the Ninth 
Avenue bike lane between West 31st Street and West 33rd Street may be 
completed as part of the Moynihan Train Hall project. 

Comment 1-24: Study the demand for micro-mobility parking and charging stations based 
on 40% more commuters, and identify best locations for bicycle and bike 
parking as well as bike share stations. These functions should be located 
in the parking lanes or inside the buildings so that they do not interfere 
with commuter/pedestrian flow. Because of the high demand for bike 
share here and at the bus terminal, study the creation of a major storage 
and repair facility. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 
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Street design should also incorporate opportunities for bike parking to 
encourage and accommodate multi-modal trips. High-capacity bike 
parking and storage for both private bikes and shared bikes should be 
required within buildings and interior public spaces, outside of the right 
of way, and planned so it might mitigate overcrowding on subways that 
are used for access and egress from Penn Station to other areas in 
Midtown and adjacent neighborhoods. (Semel_091) 

We encourage ESD to review and incorporate CB4’s analysis and 
suggestions on parking. There should be significant space provided for 
non-car transit including bicycle parking and bike sharing. (Maloney et 
al_017) 

A bike share depot should be included in the plan to service all of 
midtown. (Berthet_023) 

We find that the project follows an outdated development model for a 
project with a projected completion of 2035. This Robert Moses-like 
approach, with extensive displacement and car-centric transportation 
planning occurs throughout the proposal and should be replaced with a 
more pedestrian- and urban planning-centric narrative. The study should 
focus on how best to bring a world class transit center to the area that 
greatly improves the mobility, access, and daily life for those who work 
and live in the area, as well as travelers and commuters. (Colon_074, 
Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-24: The GPP emphasizes transit-oriented and micro-mobility solutions for 
the Proposed Project, which locates significant density adjoining the 
largest train and subway station complex in New York City. The 
Proposed Project would result in a substantial reduction in the number of 
parking spaces for vehicles within the Project Area. ESD is currently 
exploring spaces within development sites and on shared streets to 
provide spaces for bicycle parking and bicycle sharing facilities. Through 
the Design Guidelines, the new buildings on the development sites would 
be required to comply with the bicycle parking requirements that would 
be applicable to the eight development sites under the New York City 
Zoning Resolution. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would include 
public realm improvements to improve pedestrian circulation and the 
pedestrian experience in the Project Area, and would support 
improvements to Penn Station and area subway stations that would 
improve the pedestrian experience below-grade. The DEIS will include a 
comprehensive transportation analysis, including impacts from vehicles 
and changes in parking availability.  

Comment 1-25: In general, sidewalk improvements should extend from 30th Street to 
36th Street, to encompass all of the entrances and exits to Empire Station. 
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Existing sidewalks are already at or over capacity so expanding and im-
proving pedestrian infrastructure is critical to maintaining safety and 
quality of life in the growing district. Sidewalks should be a minimum of 
30 feet wide along avenues and 20 feet wide along crosstown streets. The 
program plan should specify whether sidewalk widening will be imple-
mented through building setbacks or extending into the street. 
(Semel_091) 

Response 1-25: As discussed in the DSOW, one of the goals of the Proposed Project is to 
improve infrastructure for pedestrian circulation, access, and safety in the 
Project Area, which includes the implementation of public realm im-
provements. These public realm improvements include sidewalk widen-
ings of 5 to 15 feet on most frontages of the development sites. These 
sidewalk widenings would be implemented through building setbacks. 
The DEIS transportation analyses will account for the projected increases 
in pedestrian traffic and changes in pedestrian space resulting from the 
Proposed Project, identify potential impacts, and recommend feasible 
mitigation measures where warranted, which could include addition of 
sidewalk extensions into the streetbed. With respect to improvements 
beyond the Project Area, please refer to the response to Comment 1-5 
regarding the rationale for the Project Area boundaries. The Proposed 
Project would not preclude DOT from widening sidewalks outside of the 
Project Area. 

DESIGN/URBAN PLANNING 

Comment 1-26: Because many of the buildings in the vicinity of Penn Station are likely 
to remain rather than be demolished and redeveloped there is a question 
of how to encourage the participation of existing buildings in improving 
the public realm. One approach would be to identify improvements in 
existing buildings and to allow a floor area bonus that may be used on 
site, if practicable, or transferred to another site, similar to a transfer of 
unused development rights from a landmark. An existing building might 
provide a new access to the Penn Station circulation system or light and 
air to the system through a skylight in a plaza; the urban design plan 
would identify the bonus floor area the improvement would earn; and the 
property owner would be able to use the floor area or sell it to a developer 
of another site in the district. (CCNY_079) 

Response 1-26: Comment noted. The floor area bonus mechanism described in the com-
ment is not currently contemplated under the Proposed Project. Many of 
the existing buildings in the immediate vicinity of Penn Station would 
either be redeveloped as a result of the Proposed Project or are under-
going improvements through separate and independent projects (e.g., 1 
Penn Plaza and 2 Penn Plaza, Moynihan Train Hall). 
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Comment 1-27: This proposal would result in spot rezoning that is disconnected from the 
physical and social context of the neighborhoods that it is part of—
adopting some of the worst impulses of 1960s urban renewal. 
(Wright_077) 

Response 1-27: The Proposed Actions do not involve a rezoning; rather, the Proposed 
Actions would be implemented pursuant to a GPP that would facilitate 
development across the Project Area and would include an override of 
the use, bulk, density, and other provisions of the New York City Zoning 
Resolution. As discussed in the DSOW, the DEIS will evaluate the con-
sistency of the Proposed Actions with existing zoning and other public 
policies. 

Comment 1-28: The City notes that skybridges that cross streets or public open spaces are 
generally contrary to the goal of creating a vibrant and active ground level 
pedestrian environment and should be avoided. (Semel_091) 

Response 1-28: Comment noted. 

REGIONAL RAIL 

Comment 1-29: Study the possibility of through running trains east to Sunnyside Yards. 
(Maloney et al_017) 

The DSOW does not address the need to end Penn Station’s utilization as 
a terminus as opposed to a through-station. This is problematic because 
it forgoes benefits in train and passenger capacity that through-running 
would yield. New York’s competitors, including London, Paris, Tokyo, 
Berlin, and Philadelphia, have all adopted through-running as a template 
for commuter rail operations. The failure to convert Penn Station from a 
terminus into a through-running station is a missed opportunity to address 
the root issue that affects Penn Station’s operability. (Nicolescu_015, 
Roche_086) 

I urge ESD to expand the study scope to include operational changes, rail 
car acquisitions, and tunnels that would support through running at Penn 
Station. The goal should be to have the southern Penn Station tracks serve 
trains connecting New Jersey to Grand Central, the middle tracks serve 
trains connecting New Jersey to Long Island/Connecticut, and the 
northern tracks serving trains connecting Long Island to upstate New 
York. Realization of this vision will require a complete overhaul of 
railroad practices to mirror those used in the rest of the world, but it will 
enable Site 2 to be redeveloped unencumbered by railroad infrastructure 
and deliver benefits that a stub ended station physically cannot. New 
York cannot afford to waste more time and money building projects 
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around an outdated paradigm. The Empire Station must be recalibrated to 
support complete through running. (Hale_012) 

There is a consensus of transportation engineers advocating for through 
running operations at Penn Station. (Corvino_029) 

Does this plan make future through running rail service possible? Will 
new building foundations create a barrier to that? (Park-Rogers_039) 

It is not true that Penn Station’s track capacity is being used to its full 
potential. We know this from a 2014 report that Amtrak itself put out. 
And it found that converting trains that turn around in Penn Station into 
through running trains to keep going in the same direction would raise 
capacity of each track from three to four trains per hour, which is today’s 
value to five per hour. (Pale_041) 

We believe the station should be a through running station. (Turvey_048) 

We agree with Rethink New York’s concept of foregoing Penn Station 
entirely and focus on widening platforms to allow for egress on one side 
and ingress on the other, through running and other enhancements that 
would be operational in nature to allow the station to actually work. 
(Resto_056) 

The baseline assumptions should be evaluated, and alternatives should be 
included in the Scope including Paired or Non-Paired “through running” 
options running LIRR and NJ Transit trains through Penn Station to new 
termini at Secaucus and Sunnyside, which might eliminate the need for 
southern expansion. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Study the impact of implementing “through-running” trains on the 
project. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Missing in this list is the alternative, championed by IRUM and many 
other rail advocates, to connect the new Hudson Tunnels to existing 
tracks and platforms at Penn Station and then to connect them to tracks 
in the lower level of Grand Central Terminal. This alternative was one of 
three final options developed in the “2003 Access to the Region’s Core 
(ARC) Major Investment Study.” The connection alternative would avoid 
any significant property taking in the vicinity of Penn Station by using 
existing tracks and platforms in the southern portion of the station and by 
tunneling under 31st Street and Park Avenue South to connect to the 
existing lower level of Grand Central. This connection would allow west-
of-Hudson commuters, nearly half of all suburban commuters to the 
Manhattan Central Business District, to have a direct one-seat ride to their 
workplaces in East Midtown without transferring to crowded subways at 
Penn Station. The Alternative was developed in great detail by PB 
Engineering, at the time New York’s largest engineering firm. IRUM 
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urges ESD to include this alternative in the scoping of its EIS. Alternative 
G, with through-running, should be analyzed as an alternative to the 
expansion of Penn Station to the south. (CCNY_079) 

ESD’s Penn Station Complex, including the expansion to the south, will 
cost substantially more to construct than the Penn Station-Grand Central 
link. The costly land-takings needed on Manhattan’s West Side can only 
be offset by substantial increases in permitted density—“zoning for 
dollars” of dubious legality. (Haikalis_080) 

IRUM does not believe that Penn Station needs to be extended south to 
add capacity; it believes that wider platforms and better circulation 
between platforms and concourses combined with through running, 
including Grand Central, can produce adequate capacity within the 
existing station. (CCNY_079) 

The Empire Station project raises many issues, including the most 
effective routing of the new tracks under the Hudson River, an issue City 
Club has dealt with in the past. (CCNY_079) 

Among the alternatives to enlarging Penn station to the south was more 
effective use of through-running by continuing LIRR service into New 
Jersey and NJT service into Long Island and providing a track connection 
between Penn Station and Grand Central to allow NJT trains using the 
southernmost tracks in Penn Station to continue to Grand Central, 
avoiding reversing them in Penn Station, providing east side access for 
NJT, and reducing dwell times at Penn Station. Such an alternative would 
remove the need for condemnation to create Sites 1, 2, and 3 along the 
south side of Penn Station to accommodate its southern expansion. 
(CCNY_079) 

New York State, Amtrak, and the MTA should work together with New 
Jersey Transit to build a rail tunnel connection between the existing Penn 
Station and Grand Central Terminal, and facilitate through-running 
operations between New Jersey Transit and Metro-North Railroad. 
(Lomax_090) 

From a regional transit perspective, while the expansion of Penn Station’s 
capacity and improvements at area subway stations are certainly 
welcome, we feel there is a missed opportunity in not exploring the 
through-running of trains by routing tunnels to Grand Central Terminal 
and Sunnyside Yards. (Goldstein_084) 

We note that our constituents have called for the study of an alternative 
development scenario that incorporates through-running options, to the 
east and west, which could potentially obviate the need for station 
expansion to the south. In addition, as presented, the project envisions a 
40% increase in capacity, which will have profound effects on the 
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aboveground experience covering a broad range of neighborhoods and 
affected a wide array of transportation modes. In particular, the pedestrian 
experience should be prioritized to a much greater degree in terms of both 
capacity and safety. Sidewalk widening on the streets immediately 
surrounding Penn Station, shared streets and walk lanes, enhanced 
wayfinding, and additional mid-block crossings should be studied. 
Additional busways and bike lanes, alone with enhanced pedestrian 
improvements, are also critical in terms of balancing the needs and 
priorities of the various modes of transit in and around this regional hub. 
(Johnson et al_088) 

The Empire State Development Complex needs to be harmonized with 
the Gateway, Sunnyside Yards and Port Authority Bus Terminal 
initiatives such that Penn Station’s conversion to a “through running” 
station, with greatly enhanced regional transit hubs and reutilized 
abandoned rail lines takes place; in order to inaugurate a fluid and unified 
commuter rail network for the New York Metropolitan Region. 
(Roche_086) 

The DEIS should also include an alternative scenario that analyzes the 
implementation of through-running options, in both easterly (to 
Sunnyside) and westerly directions (to Secaucus), and whether and to 
what extent such options could mitigate or eliminate the need for 
southward expansion of below-grade station infrastructure. (Johnson et 
al_088) 

An alternative implementing non-paired through-running service of Long 
Island Rail Road lines to Secaucus and New Jersey Transit lines to 
Sunnyside should be studied for viability. This approach could obviate 
the need for the proposed disruptive expansion. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-29: Amtrak, MTA, and NJT have studied the potential through-running of 
commuter trains at Penn Station in the past and have done so again as part 
of the current study of alternatives for increasing capacity at Penn Station. 
All of these studies have concluded that the potential benefits are limited 
and do not justify the very large investment in rolling stock, power and 
control systems, and new infrastructure (yards and interlockings), nor the 
cost and massive disruption of service to reconfigure the station tracks 
and platforms, required to convert to all through-running. It is not 
possible to provide a comprehensive discussion of all the issues 
associated with through-running in this response to comments document, 
but a summary of key issues identified by MTA are provided below.  

Through-running is not a single concept. The term encompasses several 
modes of operation, some of which have been recommended in these 
comments. In all its variations, through-running trains do not terminate at 
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the station but continue through the station either in non-revenue service 
to a storage yard or in revenue service to a final destination. Trains that 
terminate at a station depart the station in the same direction from which 
they came (“turning”), as, for instance, all trains do at Grand Central 
Terminal. 

Penn Station currently operates in a hybrid mode. Most Amtrak trains 
servicing the Northeast Corridor already run through Penn Station, both 
discharging and picking up passengers there. Additionally, roughly one-
third of LIRR morning peak period trains arriving at Penn Station from 
the east continue through the station to midday storage in the West Side 
Yards, dropping off passengers in the station but not picking up 
passengers. A similar percentage of NJT morning peak period trains 
arriving from the west continue through to midday storage in Sunnyside 
Yard, again dropping passengers only. The balance of daily trains turn at 
the station. During peak periods most of these turning trains move to a 
yard to await the peak period. During off-peak periods most of these 
(fewer) turning trains run back in revenue service. This hybrid regime is 
currently optimized, matching the capacity of the West Side and 
Sunnyside yards to the number of trains to be stored midday. 

The peak period turning trains conflict with closely spaced peak-direction 
trains in the approach interlockings (the collection of track switches that 
allow two or four tunnel tracks to distribute to the 21 platform tracks in 
the station). These conflicts constrain peak-direction capacity. Through-
running eliminates these conflicts. Despite this advantage of through-
running, repeated studies have concluded that through-running is not the 
right solution for Penn Station, for several reasons.  

The studies have found that through-running commuter service is not 
achievable at Penn Station in its existing configuration due to the narrow 
station platforms and limited vertical circulation, which cannot 
accommodate simultaneous boarding and alighting. This forces the 
railroads to hold back boarding passengers from the platform until 
alighting passengers clear the platform and stairs. The result is longer 
dwell times (the time a train is in the station), reducing the number of 
trains that can enter and leave the station in a peak period. Further, some 
of the northernmost and southernmost platform tracks connect only to the 
interlockings on one end of the station (“stub tracks”). Connecting these 
tracks to both interlockings is geometrically so difficult it would entail a 
disproportionate cost. Thus, it is not practical to convert all tracks to 
through-running, reducing the efficacy of this approach. Overall, a 
through-running regime in existing Penn Station would reduce peak-
period through-put, not increase it.  
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To address this, it has been suggested in these comments and elsewhere 
that the station be reconfigured with wider platforms to permit simultan-
eous boarding and alighting and reduce dwell times. This would necessi-
tate reducing the number of platform tracks. It has been further asserted 
that despite fewer platforms and tracks, eliminating turning train conflicts 
and reducing dwell times would result in greater through-put and elimin-
ate the need to expand the station. 

It is true that this approach, in theory, could increase through-put, but it 
would require a significant expansion of yard capacity to do so, which is 
likely not possible in Manhattan and may not be possible in Sunnyside. 
Even if this difficulty could be overcome, or additional yards further out 
could be provided, studies have found that through-running would not 
increase capacity by enough to accommodate the railroads’ projected 
future demands, so an expansion is still necessary. An increase in 
capacity that could not meet future demand cannot justify either the 
multi-billion-dollar cost of reconfiguring the existing station and 
expanding yard capacity, or, more importantly, the massive disruption of 
service over a period of several years necessary to implement such a 
challenging reconstruction. 

It has also been suggested in these comments and elsewhere that a 
revenue-to-revenue through-running regime should be a viable 
alternative. This would entail LIRR trains running in reverse-peak 
revenue service over NJT lines and vice-versa, in which case less 
additional yard capacity close to Penn Station would be needed. 
However, in the New York metropolitan region, peak-direction 
commuting demand is many times larger than reverse-commuting 
demand. This is currently true, even on corridors like Long Island’s 
(where reverse commuting is growing). This fundamental mismatch 
makes the business case for revenue-to-revenue through-running quite 
weak. Such a weak business case cannot justify the enormous investment 
in new rolling stock, signaling and power systems, and other new 
infrastructure necessary to achieve operating compatibility between the 
railroads, on top of the large investment and massive service disruption 
still required to reconfigure Penn Station. 

Cities in Europe and Asia in which revenue-to-revenue through-running 
has been successfully initiated are generally situated in highly developed 
regions with multiple business centers that generate larger two-way travel 
demand, supporting a solid business case for through-running. 

In light of these and other reasons, through-running service for local 
commuter trains is not contemplated as part of the Proposed Project. 
However, the Proposed Project would not preclude the introduction of 
such service by the railroads in the future if funding for the necessary 
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investments were to become available. The expansion of Penn Station 
would be designed to facilitate through-running to the extent physically 
possible if future funding were to become available.  

EMINENT DOMAIN 

Comment 1-30: We have been actively planning the redevelopment of the property 
located at 340 West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues 
(Block 754, Lot 63), located immediately south of the Moynihan Train 
Hall since mid-2018, and our decision to move forward with the 
development was informed by much earlier conversations with 
governmental agencies that Lot 63 would not be included in a 
condemnation. The Draft Scope does not in any manner explain the need 
for the condemnation of this property. In that context, we would note that 
Langan Engineering evaluated the information provided by Amtrak 
regarding its proposed track alignment for the Gateway project access to 
the Penn Station expansion and concluded that acquisition of this 
property is not required for either the Empire Station Complex or the 
separate Gateway Project being considered by Amtrak. It is inappropriate 
for an agency to target a property for condemnation without a specific 
need tied to a lawful agency purpose. (Gordon_076) 

Response 1-30: At this time, preliminary planning for the proposed expansion of Penn 
Station by Amtrak, MTA, and NJT indicates that acquisition of Block 
754, Lot 63 may be necessary for the track alignment for the proposed 
Penn Station expansion. Therefore, Block 754, Lot 63 has been included 
in Site 1 as one of the parcels that may need to be acquired. Although the 
sites that would be occupied by a proposed expansion of Penn Station are 
included within ESD’s GPP boundaries, the siting, planning, property 
acquisition, and construction of a Penn Station expansion into the sites 
identified as Site 1 (part of Block 754), Site 2 (Block 780), and Site 3 
(part of Block 806) would be subject to separate actions, approvals, and 
a federal environmental review under NEPA prepared for the U.S. 
Department of Transportation by or for Amtrak, MTA, and NJT—the 
involved public transportation agencies that would be responsible for the 
planning, designing, and construction of the Penn Station expansion. 
Only tax lots necessary for the proposed Penn Station expansion would 
be acquired in any future property acquisition for the expanded station. 

Comment 1-31: The FSOW must require the DEIS to disclose all potential properties to 
be acquired by ESD in the project area through eminent domain and 
evaluate the impacts of those actions as part of the proposed project. 
(Goldstein_084) 
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The Draft Scope does not adequately consider the economic effects and 
fundamental fairness of condemning property that an existing owner is 
currently redeveloping (340 West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues (Block 754, Lot 63), located immediately south of the Moynihan 
Train Hall) and conveying it to another developer to build a project of 
similar density. (Gordon_076) 

Response 1-31: The public entity or entities that would acquire the property necessary for 
the proposed Penn Station expansion on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would consider 
voluntary conveyance of the property interests before the use of eminent 
domain. Nonetheless, eminent domain may be used to acquire all or some 
of the real property located at Sites 1, 2, and 3. The DEIS will assess the 
environmental impacts of removing the existing buildings at these 
locations and redeveloping the sites with a below-grade train station 
expansion and the above-grade development of the Proposed Project 
buildings. Given the limited current design information available 
pertaining to the train station facilities, elements of that portion of the 
environmental analysis will be done on a generic basis.  

PROPOSED ACTIONS 

Comment 1-32: The Proposed Project must clearly state that the added density can only 
be constructed at the identified sites and that no transfer of air rights 
mechanism shall apply to any of these sites, as the impact of any shifted 
density will not be and cannot be properly addressed. (CB5_008) 

We recommend that the project framework should include mechanisms 
to limit bulk on specific sites—and to specifically disallow the transfer of 
development potential among sites. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 1-32: As discussed in the DSOW, Sites 1 through 8 would be developed in 
accordance with design guidelines referenced in the GPP. The Proposed 
Actions would override use, bulk, density, and potentially other require-
ments of the New York City Zoning Resolution specifically for these 
sites. The Proposed Actions would not create air rights or development 
rights that could be transferred to other sites in the area.  

Comment 1-33: The proposed Scope must study the modifications needed for subdistricts 
B3 and B4 of the Special Hudson Yards District maps and text. Existing 
text that is consistent with the intent and specific provisions of the 
proposed GPP should be retained but text and maps need to be modified 
or removed. Further, the GPP would eliminate the need for bonuses and 
zoning transfers in Subarea B3. As a result, mandatory improvements as 
stated in the existing text would not be implemented through the Zoning 
Resolution. ESD has also stated unused floor area rights in Farley Post 
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Office Subarea B3 would be extinguished. The GPP would take 
precedence over the existing zoning text. ESD will need to work with the 
New York City Department of City Planning to develop the text revisions 
to the Special Hudson Yards District (ZR sections 93-22, 93-30, 93-74). 
These changes need to be made in a companion and concurrent ULURP 
action by the Department of City Planning to bring clarity and remove 
ambiguity from the City’s zoning text. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-33: The Proposed Actions would not modify underlying zoning and no 
zoning map or text amendment is necessary. As discussed in the DSOW, 
the Proposed Actions would override use, bulk, density, and potentially 
other requirements of the New York City Zoning Resolution for the eight 
development sites, but that override would not extend to parcels outside 
of the Project Area. 

Comment 1-34: The FAR proposed in this action should be consistent with special 
districts in the project area already approved by City Planning, unless the 
capital needed to develop transit improvements justifies a higher FAR. 
Hudson Yards’ Subdistrict B, which includes Penn Station, is zoned at 10 
FAR with a bonus of 9.5 with a maximum of 19.5 It included two FAR 
for community facilities which will be critical to replace the loss of 
existing community facilities through demolition. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 1-34: As discussed in the DSOW, the DEIS will evaluate the consistency of the 
Proposed Actions with existing zoning in the study area and other public 
policies. The override of existing zoning bulk and density regulations 
would be necessary to permit development densities sufficient to achieve 
the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project, in particular, to 
revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with new, high-density 
commercial development and support the level of improvements needed 
to address substandard conditions in Penn Station and the Project Area. 
As noted in the DSOW, the DEIS will evaluate a Lower Density 
Alternative in which overrides permit reduced density of the development 
sites compared to the Proposed Actions, and a No Action Alternative in 
which some development sites within the Project Area are assumed to be 
developed consistent with existing zoning and prior approvals. 

RELOCATION OF MADISON SQUARE GARDEN 

Comment 1-35: The scope should examine the relocation of Madison Square Garden and 
restoration of Penn Station in its original location. Relocating Madison 
Square Garden would maximize Penn Station’s passenger capacity, and 
allow for designing a station worthy of the nation, region, city and site. 



Empire Station Complex 

 A-38  

The special permit for MSG expires in 2023. (CB5_008, Cook_063¸ 
Fritsch_038, Goldstein_084, Johnson et al_088, Kern_069, Law-
Gisiko_082, LeFrancois_027, Mackintosh_024, Maloney et al_017, 
Nicolescu_015, Roche_086, Wright_077) 

Response 1-35: The relocation of Madison Square Garden (MSG) would add enormous 
cost to the Penn Station Master Plan, would delay the project by years, 
and would not increase the number of train platforms or materially 
increase the train station’s pedestrian capacity. The relocation of the 
arena is not necessary to fulfill the goals and objectives of the Penn 
Station Master Plan or the plan for the proposed expansion of Penn 
Station.  

Comment 1-36: Carefully considering removing the Hulu Theater or moving Madison 
Square Garden to a new location to allow for both a world-class facility 
and improved pedestrian flows throughout the complex. (Fritsch_038) 

Response 1-36: Refer to the response to Comment 1-35 regarding the relocation of MSG. 
It is ESD’s understanding that the removal of the Hulu Theater is one of 
a number of potential strategies for improving Penn Station that are being 
considered by MTA and the other railroads in formulating the Penn 
Station Master Plan. 

COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROJECTS 

Comment 1-37: The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey is in the process of 
reimagining the outdated bus terminal at 42nd Street. An effort must be 
made to coordinate the design and development of these two major transit 
hubs in our district. (Corvino_029) 

Response 1-37: The Proposed Project and the Port Authority Bus Terminal project are 
independent and unrelated projects being undertaken by separate agen-
cies with different goals and objectives for each project. Nevertheless, 
ESD is consulting with PANYNJ with respect to the Proposed Project. 
Furthermore, as described in the DSOW and FSOW, the Analytical 
Framework chapter of the DEIS will define the No Action and With 
Action conditions for analysis in the DEIS. The DEIS analyses will 
account for known development projects within the study areas that are 
likely to be built by the analysis years, including developments currently 
under construction or that can be reasonably expected due to the current 
level of planning and applications for public approvals. These will in-
clude the Port Authority Bus Terminal project, if appropriate. 
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CONTRACTING/HIRING 

Comment 1-38: Towards the end of meaningful participation for MWBEs, the proposal 
review process should assure roles for many qualified developers instead 
of skewing the project towards one or two mega developers. As it’s 
outlined, there are no efforts to include minority and women open 
business enterprises as developers in construction, as regional operators, 
or in other project-related capacity beyond the mandated minimum 
requirements. The State should do better. (Corvino_029, Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

The construction work done on this project must prioritize MWBEs, 
diverse, local, union contracts including apprentice language, and $15 
minimum wage and these priorities must be included in the FSOW. 
Prevailing wage laws should apply. (Corvino_029, Dennis_054, 
Heatley_055, Maloney et al_017, James_062, Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

We recommend that a construction task force be created, for oversight 
purposes, as well as consultation with regard to economic benefits over 
the life of the project, and maximizing opportunity for MWBE firm 
participation, union contracts, and local hiring. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 1-38: Hiring practices, including minority goals and union hiring, are outside 
the scope of the DEIS studies. Article 15-A of the Executive Law, signed 
into law on July 19, 1988, authorized the creation of Division of Minority 
and Women’s Business Development to promote employment and busi-
ness opportunities on state contracts for minorities and women. In accor-
dance with the law, ESD, as a state agency, has awarded numerous land 
development projects to Minority- and Women-Owned Business 
Enterprise (MWBE) developers and procured services from MWBE-
certified businesses throughout the state. The developer selection process 
for the remaining Empire Station Complex sites and the hiring of 
contractors for the construction of the proposed commercial buildings 
would occur in accordance with such MWBE requirements as may be 
established in the GPP or project documents. 

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

Comment 2-1: Community Board Five notes that the General Project Plan (GPP) for the 
Empire Station Complex redevelopment excludes any transportation, 
transit and below-grade improvements necessary to achieve the goal of 
transforming Penn Station into a dynamic and modern transit hub. We are 
requesting a new comprehensive proposal be issued that includes all parts 
of the proposal to reach the stated goals and avoid a piecemeal approach 
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that will inevitably skew an environmental assessment. Segmentation is 
contrary to the intent of State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) and 
this project does not meet any of the acceptable reasons for segmentation. 
On the contrary, the location, purpose, impact, and utility of the project 
are all shared under the master plan for an improved Penn Station. They 
therefore must be evaluated under one proposal. (CB5_008, Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

The land use project is only a small portion of a larger masterplan to 
upgrade Penn Station. While we believe Penn Station urgently needs a 
full modernization, the masterplan should not be segmented. The current 
proposal does not address the vital parts of the plan, such as train transit, 
train hub upgrades, track increase, overall capacity increase. 
Segmentation is contrary to good land use review practices. We urge ESD 
to update the FSOW to include the full masterplan. (Goldstein_084, Law-
Gisiko_082, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 2-1: As described in the DSOW and FSOW, the Proposed Project would 
support the proposed reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station, 
which would be accomplished through separate but related projects that 
would be undertaken by one or more of the involved railroads (MTA, 
Amtrak, and/or NJT). Specifically, development under the Proposed 
Project would generate revenue to fund eligible transportation 
improvements. The proposed expansion of Penn Station, improvements 
to the existing Penn Station, and potentially other elements of the above- 
and below-grade pedestrian circulation network in the vicinity of Penn 
Station could receive proceeds from the Proposed Project’s revenues.  

The environmental review for the Proposed Project is not being 
segmented from the environmental review for the Penn Station Master 
Plan. The DEIS will not assess the potential environmental impacts of the 
operational plan for Penn Station because those are separate matters to be 
undertaken by MTA and the railroads in accordance with their statutory 
powers and exemptions. However, where appropriate, the DEIS will 
account for interior Penn Station activities under the Penn Station Master 
Plan; for instance, the DEIS will describe qualitatively how certain 
project-related impacts could be mitigated with the implementation of 
recommendations from the Penn Station Master Plan.  

As noted in the FSOW, other state and federal entities are considering 
taking actions with respect to the possible expansion of Penn Station. 
While the details necessary for a detailed examination of the impacts of 
those separate actions are not available as of the date of the preparation 
of this DEIS, ESD will consider the construction and transportation 
impacts of the construction and operation of the proposed Penn Station 
expansion at a generic level. This analysis will account for the potential 
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impacts to the extent they can be reasonably identified based on the 
information available at this time. To the extent that new information 
regarding the Penn Station expansion (e.g., more specific design 
information, etc.) becomes available in the future, additional 
environmental analyses and findings will thereafter be prepared to the 
extent appropriate by one or more of the governmental sponsors prior to 
any final action by ESD with respect to such expansion. The planning and 
outreach process for the Penn Station Master Plan is expected to continue 
under the direction of MTA, Amtrak, and NJT.  

Comment 2-2: The exclusion of the Central Concourse project being advanced by NJ 
Transit and any improvements to the Madison Square Garden service lane 
or the entrance fronting thereon is a major oversight. (Hale_012) 

Response 2-2: As described in the DSOW and FSOW, the Central Concourse Extension 
is a separate and independent project for which NJT is currently conduc-
ting preliminary design work. This project is expected to be completed in 
the future independent of the Proposed Project. This and other relevant 
Penn Station improvements will be accounted for in the Penn Station 
Master Plan, and coordinated with the Proposed Project as appropriate.  

Comment 2-3: The EIS should consider the cumulative effects of other large projects in 
the vicinity including the Hudson Yards rezoning (via the Western Rail 
Yard Infrastructure Project), the Port Authority Bus Terminal Replace-
ment Project (including its land use portion), and the expansion of Macy’s 
department store. In particular, the Macy’s project will have a build year 
well in advance of the build year of the Empire Station Project, is adjacent 
to the proposed Empire Station Complex Project, and proposes improve-
ments to some of the same transit facilities. For this reason, many stake-
holders have urged that the Macy’s project be included in the GPP. In any 
event, Macy’s believes it is essential that the EIS take into account the 
Macy’s project in all of the analysis chapter included in the EIS. 
(CB5_008, Erb_093, Goldstein_084, Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, 
Pisark_081) 

Response 2-3: As described in the DSOW and FSOW, the Analytical Framework 
chapter of the DEIS will define the No Action and With Action conditions 
for analysis in the DEIS. The DEIS analyses will account for known de-
velopment projects within the study areas that are likely to be built by the 
analysis years, including developments currently under construction or 
that can be reasonably expected due to the current level of planning and 
applications for public approvals. These will include developments 
associated with the Hudson Yards Rezoning, the Western Rail Yards 
project, and the Port Authority Bus Terminal project, as appropriate. With 
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respect to a potential expansion above the Macy’s department store, no 
application with respect to such an expansion has been filed, and it is 
ESD’s understanding that, if proposed, the expansion would involve the 
proposed development of a new office building above the existing 
flagship department store and implementation of public realm and public 
transit improvements as part of the project. However, as of publication of 
this FSOW, the scope of such an expansion, including the associated 
transit improvement package, has not been sufficiently defined for pur-
poses of analysis and the project remains speculative. Therefore, an 
expansion over the Macy’s store has not been included in the GPP or as 
a discrete background project in the No Action condition. Should a 
Macy’s proposal move forward, it would be subject to its own land use 
review and approval process. 

Comment 2-4: If the improvements to Penn Station are connected to the Proposed 
Project, as the DSOW suggests, the City recommends that the cumulative 
effect of the above-referenced capacity upgrades, public transportation 
and public realm improvements should be accounted for in the 
environmental review, if appropriate, by the 2038 analysis year. 
(Semel_091) 

Response 2-4: The transportation analysis will account for background growth, projects 
to be developed absent the Proposed Project, as well as programming 
associated with the Proposed Project, and ridership increases anticipated 
from regional transportation improvement initiatives and those related to 
the Proposed Project  

Comment 2-5: The alternative proposed for Site 4 includes 630 residential units. The 
Scope should include these 630 units in all analyses. (Devlin_028, 
Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 2-5: The potential environmental impacts of residential development on Site 
4 will be assessed in the DEIS as part of the Residential Alternative. Refer 
to the response to Comment 21-7 regarding the Residential Alternative 
that will be assessed in the DEIS.  

Comment 2-6: The scope should include impacts on the homeless population. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Mackintosh_024, Roche_086) 

Response 2-6: As described in the DSOW and FSOW, the community facilities analysis 
will include an assessment of potential impacts from the direct displace-
ment of community facility uses on the development sites, including the 
Antonio Olivieri Drop-In center at 257 West 30th Street, as appropriate. 
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EXPANSION OF STUDY AREA 

Comment 2-7: The study area is insufficient to fully understand the impacts of the 
project. The Primary Study Area should be the quarter mile radius 
currently proposed as the Secondary Area, while the Secondary Area 
should be a half mile radius. The Secondary Area also needs to consider 
the impact of the Hudson Yards rezoning and the replacement and 
expansion of the Port Authority Bus Terminal. The primary “With 
Action” Scope should include these major neglected components, and 
any additional “alternatives” analysis should not only include these 
factors, but any other factors raised by the community. (Goldstein_084, 
Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 2-7: A study area is the geographic area likely to be affected by the Proposed 
Project for a given technical area or the area in which impacts of that type 
could occur. The DSOW and FSOW outline the appropriate study areas 
under each technical analysis area. As discussed in the DSOW, study 
areas vary depending on the technical area. The study areas were devel-
oped based on the guidance of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual. For 
example, the primary and secondary study areas mentioned in the com-
ment are defined in the DSOW as appropriate for the land use, zoning, 
and public policy analysis areas. For other technical areas, such as 
transportation or shadows, the study areas extend well beyond a ¼-mile 
radius. For the transportation analyses, the DSOW states that trip 
estimates, and detailed vehicle, transit, and pedestrian trip assignments 
will be prepared to determine the study areas requiring quantified opera-
tional analyses. The DEIS analyses will account for known development 
projects within these study areas that are likely to be built by the analysis 
years, including developments associated with the Hudson Yards 
Rezoning, and the Port Authority Bus Terminal, as appropriate. These 
would be included in the No Action condition as they are independent 
projects and would occur with or without the Proposed Project. 

NO ACTION PROJECTS 

Comment 2-8: The No Action for Site 1 must be revised to reflect the redevelopment of 
the property located at 340 West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues (Block 754, Lot 63), located immediately south of the Moynihan 
Train Hall, in absence of the Empire Station Complex project. We 
engaged in design activities for a mixed-use, primarily residential 
development pursuant to zoning and were planning to break ground in 
the first or second quarter of 2021. As designed, the development will be 
a 16-story, approximately 120,000-square-foot building, including 
ground-floor retail space, approximately 50 below-grade parking spaces, 
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115 rental apartments, and residential amenities. The Scope does not 
adequately consider the consequences of delaying the planned 
development of the property for an extended period, based on the correct 
No Action for Site 1. (Gordon_076) 

Response 2-8: The DEIS assumption that there would be no future development on Site 
1 absent the Proposed Project provides for a more conservative analysis 
in the density-related technical areas (such as transportation, open space, 
water and sewer, etc.), as the increment of the Proposed Project would be 
greater under the DEIS assumption, resulting in the potential for greater 
environmental impacts. In accordance with the guidance of the 2014 
CEQR Technical Manual, the No Action condition in the DEIS will 
incorporate known development projects likely to be built by the analysis 
years, including developments currently under construction or that can be 
reasonably expected due to the current level of planning and applications 
for public approvals. The development discussed by the commenter for 
Block 754, Lot 63 was not included in the No Action condition presented 
in the DSOW because it did not appear to be publicly announced, 
construction had not commenced, and no current building permit 
applications were on file with the New York City Department of 
Buildings (DOB) for the development.  

Comment 2-9: We would like to raise an inaccurate assumption in the DSOW about the 
future development of 320 West 31st Street (Manhattan Block 754, Lot 
51) (the “Site”). The DSOW states at page 20 that in the future without 
the proposed Empire Station Complex Project, this Site would remain 
unchanged from its existing condition (i.e., a four [4]-story building with 
for-profit college uses). It would be an error for the environmental review 
to proceed based on this assumption. Maple 1 Farley Owner, LLC, an 
affiliate of Columbia Property Trust (CPT), is the ground lessee of the 
Site, and Overtime Properties LLC is the fee owner. As CPT informed 
Empire State Development (“ESD”) and Amtrak during a telephone 
conference call in September 2019, and again during a virtual meeting 
with ESD on June 29, 2020, CPT has been moving forward with its plans 
for construction of an as-of-right, seven-story enlargement containing 
commercial office uses above the Site’s existing four-story building (the 
“Office Redevelopment”). CPT may also proceed with an expanded 
version of the Office Redevelopment, which would, as indicated in the 
materials provided to ESD on June 29, 2020, include Manhattan Block 
754, Lot 44, and potentially Manhattan Block 754, Lots 39–41. CPT 
continues to expend its financial resources and remains committed to the 
design, engineering and construction of the Office Redevelopment. In the 
future without the Empire Station Complex Project, CPT fully expects 
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that the Office Redevelopment would be complete prior to 2028. 
(Feehan_083) 

Response 2-9: The DEIS assumption that there would be no future development on Site 
1 absent the Proposed Project provides for a more conservative analysis 
in the density-related technical areas (such as transportation, open space, 
water and sewer, etc.), as the increment of the Proposed Project would be 
greater, resulting in the potential for greater environmental impacts. 
Therefore, this assumption does not constitute an error in the 
environmental review. In accordance with the guidance of the 2014 
CEQR Technical Manual, the No Action condition in the DEIS will 
incorporate known development projects likely to be built by the analysis 
years, including developments currently under construction or that can be 
reasonably expected due to the current level of planning and applications 
for public approvals. The development discussed by the commenter for 
Block 754, Lot 51 was not included in the No Action condition presented 
in the DSOW because it did not appear to be publicly announced, 
construction had not commenced, and no current building permit 
applications were on file with DOB for the development.  

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Comment 3-1: The Draft Scope discusses ESD overrides of existing zoning and local 
law. The Scope should include a description of the existing zoning with 
the zoning map (including the Special Hudson Yards District) and a 
description of the proposed overrides contrasted to the existing zoning. 
(Goldstein_084, Johnson et al_088, Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, 
Maloney et al_017, Mackintosh_024) 

Response 3-1: As noted in the DSOW under Task 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public 
Policy,” the DEIS will describe existing zoning on the development sites 
and in the study areas, including the Special Hudson Yards District, and 
include a comparison of the zoning overrides to existing zoning. 

Comment 3-2: The Scope should study the impact of a major transit-oriented initiative 
on the residential neighborhood directly south of the proposed project 
study area. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 3-2: The Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy chapter in the DEIS will study 
the potential effects of the Proposed Project in the primary and secondary 
study areas, including the residential areas south of the Project Area. 

Comment 3-3: The substantive analyses must be revised to consider the consequences 
of the delay in the redevelopment of the property located at 340 West 31st 
Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (Block 754, Lot 63), located 
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immediately south of the Moynihan Train Hall, for a decade or more, 
including the impacts on land use. (Gordon_076) 

The substantive analyses must consider the land use, zoning, and public 
policy and other impacts of treating the property located at 340 West 31st 
Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (Block 754, Lot 63), located 
immediately south of the Moynihan Train Hall, significantly differently 
than all of the other development sites within the project boundary, 
including with respect to the remainder of Site 1. The disproportionate 
treatment of Site 1 is not explained in the Draft Scope or justified in any 
manner, and is at odds with the statements made in the Draft Scope 
regarding the appropriateness of high-density development within the 
project area. (Gordon_076) 

Response 3-3: The DEIS will assess the potential effects of the proposed development 
on Site 1 with respect to land use, zoning, and public policy. This 
assessment will consider the proposed density and uses on Site 1 in the 
context of the surrounding uses in the study area and the proposed uses 
and density on the other development sites. The proposed program for 
Site 1 includes a high-density office building on Eighth Avenue and a 
lower density hotel in the midblock on West 31st Street. This arrange-
ment of tall buildings on the avenues and much lower-rise buildings on 
the midblock is common in Manhattan. Furthermore, the relatively lower 
density proposed for Site 1 reflects the fact that Block 754 currently 
serves as a transition block between the residential uses to the south and 
the largely commercial, institutional, and transportation-related uses to 
the north. The consideration of a No Action development on Lot 63 
would not have the potential to substantially change the land use charac-
ter of West 31st Street or the Project Area, and therefore would not have 
the potential to materially alter conclusions regarding the land use effects 
of the Proposed Project. Furthermore, delays in the redevelopment of Lot 
63 due to a continuation of the existing use on the site and subsequent 
development pursuant to the Proposed Project would not have the poten-
tial to result in significant adverse impacts to land use. 

Comment 3-4: The Scope should present the building heights in Figure 3 in terms of 
number of stories (besides FAR) so that the public can better understand 
what is being proposed. (Mackintosh_024) 

Response 3-4: The proposed buildings on the development sites described in the DSOW 
are based on preliminary, conceptual planning, and design work. As 
noted in the DSOW, the GPP would not impose height limits. The pro-
posed number of stories at each development site has not been 
determined. 
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SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Comment 4-1: The threshold for evaluation of business and residential displacement 
must be strengthened as the stock of existing buildings slated for demo-
lition no longer exists in our district and it is very unlikely that displaced 
populations and businesses would find a suitable alternative in 
Community Board 5 or even in Manhattan. (CB5_008) 

Response 4-1: The DEIS analyses of residential and business displacement will follow 
CEQR Technical Manual guidelines in determining the levels of assess-
ment warranted. As described in the DSOW, the direct residential 
displacement assessment will describe the type of relocation benefits that 
would be expected to be available to displaced landlords, homeowners, 
and residential tenants, and whether such relocation support includes 
assistance with finding comparable replacement housing and moving 
expenses. The direct business displacement assessment will consider 
whether potentially displaced businesses are likely to find suitable alter-
native space, and will describe relocation benefits that may be available 
to certain displaced businesses. 

DIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 

Comment 4-2: For directly displaced residents, the scope must identify how many of 
these existing units are rent stabilized or under other affordable housing 
programs. (Devlin_028, Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 4-2: As detailed under “Task 4. Socioeconomic Conditions” of the DSOW, 
the direct residential displacement assessment will identify the household 
characteristics of the potentially displaced population and housing types, 
including specific identification of any homeless shelters, single-room 
occupancy (SRO) units, and/or other rent-stabilized housing. 

Comment 4-3: The displacement of residents must be evaluated and every attempt must 
be made to eliminate their displacement. (Maloney et al_017, Resto_056, 
CB5_008) 

Response 4-3: As detailed under “Task 4. Socioeconomic Conditions” of the DSOW, 
the DEIS will evaluate the potential effects of direct residential 
displacement. The Reasonable Worst-Case Development Scenario 
(RWCDS) analysis conservatively assumes that all residents currently 
living in the Project Area would be directly displaced. Please refer to the 
response to Comment 4-9 regarding the assessment of potential indirect 
residential displacement. 
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Comment 4-4: Assuming that securing the property for the project would be undertaken 
earlier rather than later, what would be the time frame for announcing the 
intent to evict? Second, which agency, City, State or Federal, would be 
responsible for negotiating our removal? Third, in light of the unfortunate 
outcome for tenants in the New York Times and Second Avenue subway 
projects, if eminent domain is used would we receive enough 
compensation to make it possible to continue to live at our current 
standards in our “new” neighborhood with the “new” rent scale? It is my 
hope that all the tenants who may face “Direct Residential Displacement” 
are treated fairly. (Barnes_066) 

Response 4-4: Development Sites 1, 2, and 3—shown in Figure 1 of the DSOW and 
collectively constituting the properties that are potentially required for the 
proposed Penn Station expansion—contain residential units that would 
be displaced if the Penn Station expansion site currently contemplated is 
selected as the locally preferred alternative for that project in the ongoing 
federal approval process. While the proposed expansion of Penn Station 
is expected to be complete by 2028, the exact timing and extent of 
residential displacement is unknown at this time, and the exact timing of 
displacement is not information that is necessary in order to determine 
the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts. As noted in 
“Task 4. Socioeconomic Conditions” of the DSOW, the DEIS will 
identify the applicable laws that govern property acquisition and 
relocation assistance for displaced landlords, homeowners, and 
residential tenants to the extent such parcels are required for the Penn 
Station expansion, which is anticipated to be the subject of its own federal 
environmental review under NEPA. 

As noted in the FSOW, in accordance with applicable federal or state law, 
owners of properties that would be acquired would be compensated at 
fair market value and would be provided all other benefits and assistance 
required by law. Residents of affected properties, whether owners or 
rental tenants, also would be entitled to receive relocation aid that could 
include assistance in finding and moving to comparable replacement 
housing. 

DIRECT BUSINESS DISPLACEMENT 

Comment 4-5: The displacement of social services and small businesses must be studied 
and temporary locations during construction, on-site replacements and 
potential additions must be proposed. Other non-profits should receive 
assistance relocating if on-site locations cannot be found, at a nominal or 
subsidized rent. (CB5_008, Maloney et al_017, Resto_056, )  
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Response 4-5: The Community Facilities and Socioeconomic Conditions analyses in the 
DEIS will study the displacement of social services, and the Socioeco-
nomic Conditions chapter will study the displacement of all businesses, 
including small businesses. If these analyses identify the potential for sig-
nificant adverse environmental impacts, the DEIS will identify any 
practicable mitigation measures to avoid or reduce those impacts.  

Comment 4-6: I am cognizant of the businesses that will be displaced by the Proposed 
Project and worry that our current economic climate will cause these 
businesses to close rather than relocate, thereby costing thousands of New 
Yorkers their jobs. (Codispoti_072) 

Response 4-6: Comment noted. Given the current economic climate it is likely that some 
of the existing businesses located on development sites will close 
irrespective of the Proposed Project, but the DEIS will conservatively 
assume that all existing businesses on development sites would remain 
and be displaced by the Proposed Project.  

Comment 4-7: The DSOW seems to entail the purchase of real estate parcels and/or the 
exercise of eminent domain. It appears to crowd out existing long-term 
merchants in the area in favor of a more upscale experience. (Resto_056) 

Response 4-7: The Socioeconomic Conditions chapter of the DEIS will evaluate 
potential effects of direct business displacement and will describe 
relocation benefits in the event that properties are acquired through the 
exercise of eminent domain. The chapter will also evaluate whether the 
introduction of the proposed new uses could result in the indirect 
displacement of businesses within and surrounding the Project Area.  

Comment 4-8: The substantive analyses must consider the potential for socioeconomic 
impacts from the direct displacement of parking operator businesses. We 
would note that several parking facilities in the area, including a second 
garage owned by our company, would be eliminated as a result of the 
Empire Station Complex project. (Gordon_076) 

Response 4-8: The DEIS will consider the potential for socioeconomic impacts from the 
direct displacement of all potentially displaced businesses, including 
parking operators.  

INDIRECT RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 

Comment 4-9: Increased study and alternatives for current residential tenants must be 
examined. The Scope must identify how many of these sites are rent 
stabilized or under other affordable housing programs. We disagree with 
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the analysis that only 200 people will be impacted with residential 
displacement. More than 200 people live within a one-quarter-mile radius 
of the Project Area and analysis should include the impact of likely rising 
rents on these residents. (Maloney et al_017) 

A study should be conducted to understand possible displacement of local 
residents due to increased rents as a result of nearby Class A office space. 
The assumption is that currently there is no indirect displacement of more 
than 200 residents, yet well over 200 people live within a ¼-mile radius 
of the Project Area. The assumption of less than 200 displaced residents 
is incorrect, and therefore this study must be conducted. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

The scope does not sufficiently address the socioeconomic impact of this 
proposal. It will, in fact, be both direct and indirect residential and 
business displacement. (Devlin_028)  

The study area must be broadened to assess the direct and indirect 
displacement of residents as the proposed development will profoundly 
impact the urban fabric of the blocks to the south and to the east of the 
development. (CB5_008) 

Response 4-9: The DSOW states “the Proposed Project would directly displace an 
estimated 201 residents” (emphasis added); it does not suggest that there 
are only 200 residents living within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area. 
The DEIS will include an assessment of the potential effects of the direct 
displacement of residents that will identify displaced housing subject to 
rent stabilization or other affordable housing programs, and that will 
describe support for the relocation of directly displaced residents. 

With respect to potential indirect residential displacement, as noted in the 
DSOW, based on CEQR Technical Manual guidance, an analysis of 
indirect residential displacement is not warranted for the Proposed 
Project. The CEQR Technical Manual requires that the impact of a 
residential population added to an area be analyzed, and thus it is standard 
and consistent practice not to include analyses of indirect residential 
displacement for non-residential projects. Based on CEQR Technical 
Manual guidance, residential development of 200 dwelling units or less 
would typically not result in significant socioeconomic impacts due to 
indirect residential displacement. As the Proposed Project would not 
introduce more than 200 residential units compared to the No Action 
condition, and since the Proposed Project would displace a limited 
number of residents, the potential to introduce a trend or accelerate a trend 
of changing demographic conditions that could result in significant in-
creases in market-rate rents would be very minimal. However, an indirect 
residential displacement analysis will be conducted in the alternatives 
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analysis for the Residential Alternative, as that alternative will introduce 
more than 200 residential units compared to the No Action condition. 

The GPP would facilitate the construction of approximately 20 million 
gsf of new Class A commercial office space, retail, and hotel space on 
eight development sites within the Project Area. As one of the highest 
density mixed-use hubs of Midtown Manhattan, the Project Area and 
surrounding neighborhoods already contain a critical mass of these non-
residential uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s increment would not 
significantly affect the overall attractiveness of the study area as a 
residential neighborhood since the residential demand is specific to 
housing in and around the Midtown Central Business District. Residential 
rents are already influenced by the area’s location within the Midtown 
Central Business District and its close proximity to numerous transit 
options. 

Similarly, the net increase in employment that would result from the 
Proposed Project would not substantively affect residential market 
conditions. The Project Area is well-served by existing mass transit, and 
the far reach and flat-fare nature of the City’s mass transit systems allows 
workers to commute from all corners of the City, substantially reducing 
the need to live in close proximity to employment opportunities. Based 
on U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) 
worker inflow/outflow data, in 2017 less than 1 percent of the jobs 
located within a ¼-mile radius of the Project Area are held by Project 
Area residents, and an estimated 13.3 percent of residents living within a 
¼-mile radius of the Project Area hold jobs within the same ¼-mile 
radius. By comparison, within a similarly sized ¼-mile area on the east 
side of Manhattan2 an estimated 12.3 percent of residents living within a 
¼-mile area also work within the ¼-mile area. These data show that in 
areas of Manhattan that are well connected by transit, immediate 
proximity to job centers does not strongly influence residential 
desirability.  

Comment 4-10: Displacement of the homeless population must be studied and on-site 
mitigation proposed. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 4-10: Chapter 4, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” and Chapter 5, “Community 
Facilities and Services,” of the DEIS will describe area services that are 
available to the homeless population, and will assess whether the 

                                                      
2 This comparison geographic area consists of Census Tracts 56, 68, 70, 72, 74, 80, and 82, which is an area 

bounded by East 21st Street to the south, Fifth Avenue to the west, 42nd Street to the north, and Third and 
First Avenues to the east. 
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Proposed Project’s displacement of businesses, institutions, and/or organ-
izations that provide services to the homeless population could result in 
significant adverse impacts. If potential significant adverse impacts are 
identified, the DEIS will identify any practicable mitigation measures to 
avoid or reduce those impacts. Please also refer to the response to 
Comment 1-10 regarding homeless services in the Project Area. 

INDIRECT BUSINESS DISPLACEMENT 

Comment 4-11: The study area must be broadened to assess the direct and indirect 
displacement of businesses as the proposed development will profoundly 
impact the urban fabric of the blocks to the south and to the east of the 
development. (CB5_008) 

Response 4-11: Following CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, the DEIS analysis of 
direct business displacement will consider whether the businesses and 
workers to be displaced provide products or services essential to the local 
economy that would no longer be available in its “trade area” to local 
residents or businesses due to the difficulty of either relocating the 
businesses or establishing new, comparable businesses. The “trade area” 
may be the study area or, depending on the size of the area from which 
the majority of customers or clients of the businesses are drawn, a broader 
area. The analysis of potential indirect business displacement will 
consider a study area that approximates a ¼-mile radius surrounding the 
Project Area. The study area will include the blocks to the south and to 
the east of the Project Area.  

Comment 4-12: The displacement of garment district businesses and not-for-profit 
organizations must be closely evaluated and every attempt must be made 
to eliminate the displacement of these vital groups. (CB5_008) 

Displacement of small businesses must be studied and on-site mitigation 
proposed. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The DEIS must rigorously evaluate feasible alternatives that greatly 
reduce the number of displaced businesses and workers and indirect 
impacts to nearby fragile manufacturing ecosystems. (Goldstein_084) 

Part of this issue, echoed in the Community Facilities commentary, is a 
concern over various social, supportive services geared toward these 
populations. The Garment Center and Koreatown communities, outside 
the project area but closely connected to it, are two specific examples of 
areas that should be analyzed as part of the DEIS. (Johnson et al_088) 

The Scope should include analysis of the project’s impacts on the 
Garment Center Special District. The total amount of retail created in the 
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complex, including inside both stations, the Moynihan Train Station, and 
all new buildings to evaluate the impact on the existing retail in the 
Secondary Area (West 38th and West 39th Street, west of Eighth 
Avenue). (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 4-12: The DEIS will follow CEQR Technical Manual guidelines in evaluating 
the potential displacement of businesses and institutions, including those 
within the Special Garment Center District and Koreatown neighbor-
hood, as well as small businesses and not-for-profit organizations. If these 
analyses identify the potential for significant adverse socioeconomic 
impacts, the DEIS will identify any practicable mitigation measures to 
avoid or reduce those impacts. 

Comment 4-13: The City has really struggled providing commercial tenants displacement 
protections. How would ESD support that as well? (James_062) 

Response 4-13: ESD is not proposing any measures to protect commercial tenants from 
displacement. However, the DEIS analysis will consider the potential for 
significant adverse impacts due to both direct and indirect business 
displacement. If significant adverse impacts are identified, the DEIS will 
identify any practicable mitigation measures to avoid or reduce those 
impacts.  

Comment 4-14: The current Scope assumes no indirect business displacement stating that 
new retail will be geared towards the new commercial tenants and thus 
not displace local businesses. This assumption is based on old formulas 
for retail consumption. Retail space is transitioning with an unknown 
future for retail usage. A study should be conducted using more current 
guidelines with better forecasting for retail consumption for 2020 and 16 
years beyond to better understand the impact on local businesses within 
a ¼-mile radius of the proposed Project Area. 
(Kern_069,LeFrancois_027) 

The current scope states that new retail will be geared towards new 
commercial tenants and thus not just displaced local businesses. This 
assumption is based on the old formula for retail consumption. And the 
scope must include forecasting for retail consumption usage into 2040. 
(Devlin_028) 

Response 4-14: The DSOW explains that, based on CEQR Technical Manual guidelines, 
“an assessment of indirect business displacement due to retail market 
saturation is not warranted” (emphasis added); the DEIS will include an 
assessment of potential indirect business displacement due to increased 
rents. An assessment of retail market saturation (i.e., competitive effects) 
is not warranted because the Proposed Project would not introduce a 
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substantial amount of regional-serving retail uses. As detailed in the 
DSOW, the retail with the Proposed Project would primary serve local 
residents’ day-to-day needs, existing workers, the Proposed Project’s 
worker population, and commuters who are going to and from Penn 
Station.  

ECONOMIC BENEFITS ANALYSIS 

Comment 4-15: The Scope should include a study of the economic benefits during 
construction, which includes the benefits of hiring local employees and 
at a living wage with benefits; and utilizing minority and women-owned 
businesses. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 4-15: The DSOW includes a description of the scope of analysis that will be 
conducted regarding the economic benefits of construction. The analysis 
will include estimates of total direct, indirect, and induced jobs supported 
by the Proposed Project’s construction, as well as wages and salaries 
based on average wages from the New York State Department of Labor 
and other sources. At this time, information related to living wage and 
community benefits, such as local hiring initiatives, has not been 
developed; therefore, it would be speculative to project benefits to the 
level of specificity requested by the commenter. Refer to the response to 
Comment 1-38 regarding contracting and hiring of minority and women-
owned businesses. 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Comment 5-1: As increased residential use is incorporated, the scope should include an 
assessment of how this will change the need for schools, healthcare, C1 
commercial, and other neighborhood facilities. (Maloney et al_017) 

Those of us in Chelsea don’t simply consider the 20 million square feet 
of proposed office space, but we take into consideration users of those 
offices. Those buildings will be full of people who will require 
emergency response teams, medical services, child care services and 
educational services. Those of us who live here know that the immediate 
surrounding area is in need of an urgent care facility, school seats, and 
homeless and mental health services. Clearly, a community facilities 
analysis is necessary. (Devlin_028) 

With a proposed reduction in community facility square footage of over 
190,000 square feet from the “No Action” to the “With Action” 
condition, a finding that there is no trigger for a community facility 
analysis is not acceptable. A study of the need for community facilities 
in an expanded secondary study area should be conducted. We already 
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know that there is a deficit of school seats, childcare facilities, and 
medical facilities in CD4. A recent in-depth study of CD4’s medical 
facilities concluded that the district has a significant need for an urgent 
care medical facility. (Devlin_028, Kern_069, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 5-1: As described in the DSOW, the community facilities analysis will follow 
CEQR Technical Manual guidance with regard to triggers for analysis 
and appropriate study area boundaries. Based on the proposed program, 
the number of incremental dwelling units would be below the CEQR 
Technical Manual thresholds requiring analysis of schools, public 
libraries and childcare facilities. In addition, while the Proposed Project 
is not expected to warrant detailed analyses of potential impacts on 
police/fire stations and health care services, for informational purposes, a 
description of existing police, fire, and health care facilities serving the 
Project Area will be provided in the DEIS. The community facilities 
analysis will also include an assessment of potential impacts from the 
direct displacement of community facility uses on the development sites, 
including the Antonio Olivieri Drop-In center at 257 West 30th Street, as 
appropriate.  

Comment 5-2: The proposed reduction of 190,000 square feet of community facilities 
will impact the users of the numerous nonprofits and social services 
institutions in the area. Organizations that will be displaced include the 
heavily-used Antonio Olivieri Drop-in Center, the New York Restoration 
Project, and the Wounded Warrior Project, on Site 2, and Touro College 
on Site 1. The organizations that provide critical social services in the 
community, including those for homeless individuals, should be 
considered an integral part of the Complex and have free or nominal rent 
in exchange for the services they provide. The displacement of social 
services, affordable units and small businesses must be studied and 
temporary locations during construction, on-site replacements and 
potential additions must be proposed. Other nonprofits should receive 
assistance in relocating if on-site locations cannot be found, at a nominal 
or subsidized rent. (Maloney et al_017) 

The DEIS should provide an analysis of the displacement of community 
facility uses, and the diminution of social services in particular. Or 
particular concern is the displacement—among others—of the Antonio 
Olivieri drop-in center, located on project Site 2. We agree with those 
constituents who have called for the prioritization of, and investment in, 
homeless services. (Johnson et al_088) 

A very heavily used drop-in center, the Antonio Olivier Drop-in Center 
at 257 West 30th Street, is located on Site 2, a block proposed for 
demolition to make way for new development. The Disruption of this 
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important community facility is of great concern to the community. The 
scope should provide a more definite commitment for a temporary 
location (during construction) and a permanent, vastly improved facility 
at a new location. (Kern_069) 

Response 5-2: As described in the DSOW, a direct effects analysis of community 
facilities that would be displaced by the Proposed Project, including the 
Antonio Olivieri Drop-In center at 257 West 30th Street, will be included 
in the DEIS.  

Comment 5-3: A study needs to be conducted to determine what public amenities will 
be needed to support the proposed transit-oriented development which 
will result in hundreds of thousands of people coming into the Project 
Area who may need medical services. (Kern_069) 

Response 5-3: Per CEQR Technical Manual guidance, an assessment of health care 
facilities is required if a project would introduce a sizeable new neigh-
borhood, or would have a direct effect on the facility (i.e., physically alter 
the facility by displacement or other physical change). The Proposed Pro-
ject would neither introduce a sizeable new neighborhood, nor have a dir-
ect effect on an existing health care facility. Therefore, a detailed assess-
ment of health care facilities is not warranted. However, as described in 
the DSOW, for informational purposes, a description of existing health 
care facilities serving the Project Area will be provided in Chapter 5, 
“Community Facilities and Services,” of the DEIS.  

Comment 5-4: A study needs to be conducted to determine what public amenities will 
be needed to support the proposed transit-oriented development which 
will result in hundreds of thousands of people coming into the Project 
Area who may need educational opportunities. (Kern_069) 

Response 5-4: As described in the DSOW, based on the proposed program, the number 
of incremental dwelling units would be below the CEQR Technical 
Manual threshold requiring an analysis of schools.  

Comment 5-5: The proposed development should include affordable real estate 
development at some of the sites and therefore the environmental impact 
to added residents must be evaluated, including open space, school 
capacity, and health care facilities capacity. (CB5_008) 

Response 5-5: As described in the DSOW, based on the proposed program, the number 
of incremental dwelling units would be below the CEQR Technical 
Manual thresholds requiring analysis of schools, public libraries, and 
childcare facilities. While the Proposed Project is not expected to warrant 
detailed analyses of potential impacts on police/fire stations and health 
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care services, for informational purposes, a description of existing health 
care facilities serving the Project Area will be provided in the DEIS. As 
described in the FSOW, the DEIS will include a Residential Alternative 
(including affordable housing units) for which the effects of an increased 
residential population on the study area and potential impacts on open 
space, schools, and other technical areas will be examined, as warranted. 

OPEN SPACE 

Comment 6-1: The open space analysis should be conducted for both residential and 
commercial needs, as the plan will be adding many new populations to 
the area from the high density commercial buildings, shoppers and new 
retail, commuters, and new residents from the surrounding community. 
The open space proposed at Site 2 is insufficient to meet this future 
growth. It is important that tree planting and opportunities to “green” the 
open space be studied, as this creates another opportunity to improve air 
quality as well as the pedestrian experience of the areas. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 6-1: The FSOW has been revised to reflect that the open space analysis will 
consider the worker and residential populations within a study area 
defined as all census tracts with at least 50 percent of their area within a 
¼-mile of the Project Area. The proposed open space on Site 2 will be 
considered in the open space analysis. Features of the open space, 
including trees, landscaping, and pedestrian circulation, will be described 
in the DEIS to the extent that such information is available. 

Comment 6-2: A study needs to be conducted to determine what public amenities will 
be needed to support the proposed transit-oriented development which 
will result in hundreds of thousands of people coming into the Project 
Area who may need passive recreational spaces and open spaces. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The FSOW needs to disclose details of planned open space in the project 
area and how the open space demands of the added population of workers 
would be met. (Goldstein_084) 

Response 6-2: As discussed in the DSOW, new or planned open spaces will be consid-
ered in the open analysis. The analysis will consider the availability of 
existing and planned open spaces relative to the worker population 
generated by the Proposed Project. 

Comment 6-3: More opportunities for public open space should be studied. The 
community is not convinced that this small amount of open space is 
sufficient for workers in the proposed high-density commercial buildings, 
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for the thousands of people passing through this area, for the shoppers 
coming to the new ground-floor retail, for new residents, and for the 
nearby neighborhood. The front steps of the Farley Post Office, which 
have long been identified as “open space” in this community, are 
inadequate and do little to mitigate the existing and proposed 
development. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 6-3: The open space analysis will consider the needs of users who utilize 
passive open space in the study area. The analysis will account for open 
spaces proposed as part of the project and planned open spaces which will 
be developed irrespective of the Proposed Project. If significant adverse 
impacts are identified, the DEIS will identify any practicable mitigation 
measures to avoid or reduce those impacts. 

Comment 6-4: The threshold for open space should be strengthened to require the 
creation of a public park, for example at the location of site 3. (CB5_008) 

Response 6-4: The open space analysis will follow the guidance of the CEQR Technical 
Manual. No open space is proposed for Site 3. 

Comment 6-5: There is a dearth of open space in the project area generally, which will 
be exacerbated by the proposed amount of new development. (Johnson et 
al_088) 

Response 6-5: The open space analysis in the DEIS will consider the adequacy of open 
space in the study area in light of the population generated by the 
Proposed Project and in accordance with the CEQR Technical Manual. 

Comment 6-6: At minimum, the DEIS, should include an analysis of open space based 
on 630 new dwelling units (contemplated as an alternative program for 
Site 4). Any opportunities to maximize open space, including but not 
limited to Site 2, should be closely studied. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 6-6: As described in the FSOW, the DEIS will include a Residential 
Alternative for which the effects of an increased residential population on 
the study area and potential impacts on open space and other technical 
areas will be examined, as warranted. Residential development on Site 4 
will be assessed in the DEIS as part of the Residential Alternative. Refer 
to the response to Comment 21-7 regarding the Residential Alternative 
that will be assessed in the DEIS. Opportunities to maximize open space 
will be examined in the DEIS in connection with mitigation, should the 
analysis disclose the potential for a significant adverse open space 
impact. 
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SHADOWS 

Comment 7-1: The DEIS should include a shadow analysis to measure impacts on low-
scale residential buildings, such as Penn South and on West 30th Street 
and the residential blocks south of West 30th Street. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 7-1: The DEIS will include a comprehensive shadow analysis that will follow 
the guidelines in the CEQR Technical Manual. The analysis will model 
shadows that the Proposed Project would cast on representative days in 
each season, quantify the extent and duration of new shadows that would 
fall on any sunlight-sensitive resources as defined by the CEQR Techni-
cal Manual, and assess the impacts of the new shadows using the CEQR 
Technical Manual guidelines. Sunlight-sensitive resources include the 
active and passive recreational uses as well as the vegetation in publicly 
accessible parks, plazas, and other open spaces; Greenstreets planted 
medians; schoolyards (if open to the public outside school hours); 
sunlight-dependent features of historic resources (such as stained-glass 
windows or ornamental architectural façade features that are accentuated 
by sunlight); and natural resources that depend on sunlight. Anything 
outside these categories does not fall under the purview of the CEQR 
Technical Manual methodologies used for an DEIS shadow study, 
including City streets and sidewalks; yards and other open spaces that are 
not publicly accessible; and building façades and roofs that have not been 
identified as sunlight-sensitive features of City, state, or federal historic 
resources. The Penn South housing development contains publicly 
accessible open space and is a historic (State and National Registers of 
Historic Places [S/NR]-eligible) building complex, and therefore will be 
included as a sunlight-sensitive resource in the analysis. 

Comment 7-2: Thermal comfort analysis must be performed that includes shadow 
studies onto open space, including sidewalks, as well as on open space 
that would be created under this proposal. (CB5_008) 

Response 7-2: The shadow analysis in the DEIS will follow standard CEQR Technical 
Manual methodology, and will assess whether and to what degree 
shadows would reduce sunlight on publicly accessible open spaces 
(including parks, plazas, and privately owned publicly accessible open 
spaces), and whether the reduction in sunlight could significantly affect 
users or alter the usability or character of open spaces or the health of 
their vegetation. Shadows on streets and sidewalks are not assessed in 
CEQR Technical Manual shadow analyses. Thermal comfort analyses 
fall outside the scope of shadow analyses. However, as they move, 
shadows block sunlight and can thereby potentially reduce temperatures 
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where they fall as they move across the landscape. Reduction in heat and 
light are among the considerations when assessing the impact of new 
shadows on users and vegetation. Project-generated open space will be 
included in the shadow analysis per CEQR Technical Manual 
methodology. 

Comment 7-3: We recommend the FSOW and DEIS include a daylighting evaluation (as 
required in the Midtown Special District) and thermal comfort 
assessment to gauge the amount of potential sunlight that would be 
blocked by the new development on the new and existing public realm. 
(Goldstein_084) 

Response 7-3: A daylight evaluation, which measures and evaluates portions of sky 
obscured by a building as viewed from specified vantage points in the 
street, is not a component of a CEQR Technical Manual shadow analysis. 
Rather, it is performed per the New York City Zoning Resolution to 
support modifications of height and setback regulations that are under 
consideration by the City Planning Commission, for buildings in the 
Special Midtown District. As described in the DSOW and FSOW, the 
GPP for the Proposed Project would override use, bulk, and density 
provisions of the New York City Zoning Resolution, including height and 
setback regulations and associated requirements. The proposed building 
would be developed in accordance with design guidelines referenced in 
the GPP, and would specify the parameters (including setback require-
ments) for permitted development in lieu of zoning. The DEIS will 
include a shadow analysis that will model and quantify the extent and 
duration of new shadows that would be cast by the Proposed Project, and 
will assess the significance of any adverse shadow impacts to passive and 
active recreational uses and vegetation in parks, plazas, privately owned 
publicly accessible open spaces; Greenstreets medians; and impacts to 
sunlight-sensitive architectural or landscape features of historic resources 
in the public realm. The analysis will adhere to established CEQR 
Technical Manual methodology, analyzing shadows in each season, and 
provide tables showing the duration of incremental shadow on each 
sensitive resource, and detailed diagrams showing the extent of incremen-
tal shadow.  

Comment 7-4: We are concerned about any potential shadow impacts, particularly on 
residential buildings, existing open spaces in the area, and potential 
sunlight-sensitive resources in the vicinity, and on the Farley Complex 
overall. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 7-4: Please refer to the response to Comment 7-1 regarding the shadows 
analysis that will be conducted for the DEIS. In addition, the Moynihan 
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Train Hall is a New York City Landmark and also S/NR-listed. It has a 
number of sunlight-sensitive features, including the large skylight above 
the main train hall and the Eighth Avenue Colonnade. In addition, the 
Eighth Avenue Steps are considered a public open space sensitive to 
shadows. Consequently, the Moynihan Train Hall and all of these features 
will be included in the shadow analysis. 

HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Comment 8-1: Given that the initiation of New York City’s Landmarks Preservation 
Commission was driven by the demolition of the previous Penn Station, 
there is a highly sensitive concern for protecting the remnants of the 
splendor of historic buildings in this area. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Preservation rose from the ashes of the old Pennsylvania Station. We are 
deeply concerned that this plan calls for the demolition of over 50 historic 
buildings, some of which are listed or eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. We ask that the FSOW include a survey of 
the study area to determine if there are additional buildings that are 
eligible for listing. (NYLC_078) 

Response 8-1: As described in the DSOW, the historic and cultural resources analysis in 
the DEIS will identify all known and eligible architectural resources in 
the Project Area and study area, and it will include a field survey of the 
Project Area and study area to identify any potential architectural 
resources that could be affected by the Proposed Project. Potential archi-
tectural resources are previously unidentified properties that appear to 
meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places or designation as New York City Landmarks. Further, the historic 
and cultural resources analysis will identify both direct and indirect 
impacts to architectural resources, including any demolition of such 
resources, that would result from the Proposed Project. ESD anticipates 
that the federal agencies involved with the proposed expansion of Penn 
Station will be performing additional reviews of architectural effects of 
that project under NEPA and related federal laws. 

Comment 8-2: The proposal will have a tremendous detrimental impact on our historic 
and cultural resources. As the proposal calls for the demolition of 6 ½ 
city blocks, a large swath of urban landscape will perish. Many historic 
buildings would be demolished. Historic buildings must be evaluated, 
regardless of their status with the NYC Landmarks Preservation 
Commission, including but not limited to St. John the Baptist Roman 
Catholic Church, and the Penn Station Service Building. Community 
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Board 5 will provide a list of historic resources under separate cover. 
(CB5_008) 

Response 8-2: The two properties identified in the comment have both been determined 
eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 
As described in the DSOW, historic and cultural resources are districts, 
buildings, structures, sites; and objects of historical, aesthetic, cultural, 
and archaeological importance. This includes properties listed on the 
State/National Register of Historic Places or contained within a district 
listed on or formally determined eligible for listing; properties recom-
mended by the New York State Board for Historic Preservation for listing 
on the State and National Register of Historic Places; National Historic 
Landmarks; designated New York City Landmarks; properties calen-
dared for consideration as landmarks by the New York City Landmarks 
Preservation Commission; and properties not identified by one of the 
programs listed above, but that meet their eligibility requirements. The 
DEIS will identify all such historic and cultural resources located within 
the study area and will assess the potential impacts of the Proposed 
Project on historic and cultural resources. 

Comment 8-3: In addition to the existing list of significant historic resources within the 
proposed Project Area, it is recommended that the Scope add: 

• The Stewart Hotel, 371 Seventh Avenue; 
• The former Gimbels Department Store, not the Manhattan Mall (all 

of Site 8); and  
• The “Gimbels Bridge,” the 1925 three-story sky bridge over West 

32nd Street. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 
Response 8-3: The Stewart Hotel has been determined eligible for listing on the State 

and National Registers of Historic Places and will, therefore, be included 
in the historic and cultural resources analysis. As noted in the response to 
Comment 8-1, the DEIS will identify any previously unidentified prop-
erties that meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the National Register 
of Historic Places or designation as a New York City Landmark. 

Comment 8-4: An appropriate manner to properly assess the effects of this proposal 
would begin a State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) 
analysis of the project site AND the standard 400-foot Area of Potential 
Effect (APE)—although considering the possible impacts of the potential 
heights of the proposed developments, as we would strongly recommend 
pushing that boundary to 1,000 feet or possibly broader. It is by no means 
possible to assess the impact a development this massive could have on 
the tightly-knit urban fabric of Midtown Manhattan without a detailed 
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analysis—and it is irresponsible planning to even begin this process 
without such analysis. (Bankoff_087) 

Response 8-4: As noted in the DSOW, the environmental review of the Proposed Project 
is being prepared pursuant to SEQRA regulations. Further, the historic 
and cultural resources analysis in the DEIS will assess impacts on archi-
tectural resources located within the Project Area and in a 400-foot radius 
area surrounding the Project Area. The DSOW also provides that longer 
contextual views available beyond the 400-foot study area will be 
considered as appropriate in coordination with the Urban Design and 
Visual Resources analyses. In addition, the DEIS will examine the 
impacts of shadows on light-sensitive historic resources in areas beyond 
the 400-foot study area. 

URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Comment 9-1: The scope should examine how to avoid the obstruction of views to the 
Empire State Building and other key aesthetic structures of the City 
streetscape. (Maloney et al_017) 

The proposed development would also have a disastrous impact on visual 
resources, most significantly on the Empire State Building that would be 
boxed off by the large developments along Seventh Avenue. It is 
imperative that visual corridors be identified and fully protected, as New 
York City’s skyline is a public asset that should never be impeded. 
(CB5_008) 

Because of the potential for the proposed buildings to affect important 
visual corridors and views of historic buildings (i.e., Empire State 
Building), building design must preserve important visual resources. 
Therefore, the DEIS must provide comprehensive photo simulations of 
views from key locations in the project area showing existing and future 
conditions. (Goldstein_084) 

We understand and agree that a detailed analysis must be undertaken. We 
further recommend that such analysis may appropriately take into 
account a larger study area than is currently contemplated. As noted 
above, we believe the boundaries for analysis for the Proposed Project 
should be expanded, and particularly as it addresses view corridors 
throughout the Proposed Project area. View corridor analyses should 
include but certainly not be limited to studies of impacts on the Empire 
State Building, given its prominence and proximity to the project area. 
Urban design impacts overall, resulting from proposed height and bulk 
modifications should be clearly stated, and diagrammatically shown. 
Various possibilities, to the greatest extent feasible, should be evaluated, 
and an opportunity for recommendation by the Community Advisory 



Empire Station Complex 

 A-64  

Committee should be afforded. The creation of shared streets should be 
carefully analyzed. Among other potential application areas, West 31st 
Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues should be considered as an 
area in which to expand new green space, thereby limiting to need for 
sidewalk extensions. (Johnson et al_088) 

The proposal would endanger our visual resources. Of particular concern 
is the Empire State Building. It is unacceptable to consider a development 
that would box off the city’s crown jewel. View corridors must be 
protected. (Law-Gisiko_082) 

We ask that the applicant undertake a study of the effect of the proposed 
new buildings on view corridors of the Empire State Building, which 
more than any other building represents and anchors New York. 
(NYLC_078) 

Response 9-1: The urban design and visual resources assessment of the DEIS will 
identify visual resources and assess the project’s potential impacts on 
such resources consistent with CEQR Technical Manual methodologies, 
including the Empire State Building. As stated in the DSOW and 
consistent with CEQR Technical Manual guidance, the study area for the 
assessment of urban design and visual resources would be consistent with 
the study area for the land use analysis (¼-mile study area), and will also 
account for other longer views as appropriate. The potential impacts of 
the Proposed Project on urban design and visual resources will be assess-
ed, with information provided regarding the massing and heights of the 
proposed buildings and public realm improvements identified as part of 
the project. 

Comment 9-2: As a visual resource guideline, possible disruption of sight lines to iconic 
buildings should be studied. “View Corridors” and “icons in the skyline” 
include historic sites within the proposed Project Area which need further 
analysis: notably the Hotel Pennsylvania colonnade, the “Gimbels 
Bridge” sky bridge over West 32nd Street, and the Stewart Hotel second-
floor arched windows. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 9-2: The urban design and visual resources analysis will identify visual 
resources and important view corridors consistent with CEQR Technical 
Manual guidance, and assess the Proposed Project’s impacts on any iden-
tified visual resources. Consistent with the CEQR Technical Manual, key 
considerations in assessing the significance of a visual resource impact 
include “whether the project obstructs important visual resources and 
whether such obstruction would be permanent, seasonal, or temporary; 
how many viewers would be affected; whether the view is unique or do 
similar views exist; or whether the visual resource can be seen from many 
other locations.” 
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Comment 9-3: This study should include pedestrian views from street level from within 
the Project Area, as well as from the Hudson River Park and the High 
Line Park as pedestrians look east at the existing skyline. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 9-3: The analysis will include street-level pedestrian views from within Hud-
son River Park, among other street-level locations. In addition, the analy-
sis will consider views from the High Line, which is a public park and 
elevated above the street. 

Comment 9-4: The substantive analyses must be revised to consider the consequences 
of the delay in the redevelopment of the property located at 340 West 31st 
Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (Block 754, Lot 63), located 
immediately south of the Moynihan Train Hall, for a decade or more, 
including the impacts on urban design. (Gordon_076) 

Response 9-4: The DEIS will assess the potential effects of the proposed development 
on Site 1 (which includes Block 754, Lot 63) on urban design. The 
consideration of a No Action development on Lot 63 would not have the 
potential to substantially change the urban design character or pedestrian 
experience of West 31st Street or the Project Area, and therefore would 
not have the potential to materially alter conclusions regarding the urban 
design effects of the Proposed Project. Furthermore, delays in the rede-
velopment of Lot 63 due to a continuation of the existing use on the site 
and subsequent development pursuant to the Proposed Project would not 
have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to urban design.  

Comment 9-5: Through the GPP, ESD is considering shared streets, widened sidewalks, 
and new and improved plazas to enhance the pedestrian experience, 
address congestion, and improve safety. The DEIS must provide detailed 
drawings and descriptions of all proposed public realm improvements. 
(Goldstein_084) 

Response 9-5: The DEIS will include maps, photo simulations, and other illustrative 
graphic representations of the proposed public realm improvements, 
including shared streets.  

Comment 9-6: Study wind impacts around each new building: existing local wind 
patterns in the area due to building mass and placement significantly 
affects pedestrians, especially at the intersection at West 34th Street and 
Eighth Avenue, and the effects should be fully mitigated. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 9-6: According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a study of wind conditions 
and their effect on pedestrian level safety may be warranted under certain 
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circumstances for projects involving the construction of large buildings. 
The Project Area is not located on the waterfront or in a location that 
typically experiences high wind conditions. Therefore, a study of wind 
conditions and their effect on pedestrian level safety is not warranted for 
the proposed actions. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

No comments received on this analytical area. 

WATER AND SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE 

Comment 11-1: The scope should examine ways to separate stormwater and sewage, 
allowing for stormwater to be directed to the Hudson River while sewage 
goes to treatment facilities. (Maloney et al_017) 

The Scope should analyze a separation of removal of stormwater and 
sewage. Stormwater could be directed into the nearest waterway (the 
Hudson River), while sewage could be directed to nearby treatment 
facilities, thus reducing the overall usage of current facilities. This 
separation would also reduce untreated sewage outflows into the Hudson 
River during major storm events. This is also an opportunity to address 
the City’s ongoing combined sewer outflow woes by planning for 
incremental separation of sewers for stormwater runoff and sewage from 
buildings. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The DEIS should analyze ways to separate stormwater and sewage by 
more efficient means. We also note that the North River Water Treatment 
Plant (the service area of which includes the project area) is already at or 
close to capacity, which is of serious concern under the scale of the 
proposed new development. With regard to historical data in this area (as 
with certain others), we also caution that use of 21-month periods that 
include months during which the City was on virtual lockdown may be 
problematic, and that alternate means of data collection should be 
considered and adopted. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 11-1: At the North River Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), wastewater is 
treated by physical and biological processes before it is discharged into 
the Hudson River. A State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(SPDES) permit issued by the New York State Department of Environ-
mental Conservation (DEC), which establishes limits for effluent para-
meters (i.e., suspended solids, fecal coliform bacteria, and other pollu-
tants), regulates the quality of the treated wastewater. The volume of flow 
to a WWTP affects the level of treatment a plant can provide. The maxi-
mum permitted capacity for the North River WWTP is 170 million gal-
lons per day (mgd). The average monthly flow over the latest 12-month 
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period for which data (the 12-month period through March 2017) is 
available is 110 mgd, which is well below the maximum permitted cap-
acity. Additionally, most of New York City’s sewers are combined 
sewers that collect both sanitary sewage and stormwater. In periods of 
dry weather, the combined sewers convey only sanitary sewage. During 
and immediately after wet weather, combined sewers can experience a 
much larger flow due to stormwater runoff collection. To control flooding 
at the WWTPs, regulators built into the system serve as relief valves, al-
lowing only approximately two times the amount of design dry weather 
flow into the interceptors. The interceptors then take the allowable flow 
to the WWTPs, while the excess flow is discharged untreated to the near-
est waterbody as combined sewer overflow (CSO). The DEIS Water and 
Sewer Infrastructure analysis will determine if the Proposed Project’s in-
cremental volume in sanitary flow to the combined sewer system would 
result in an exceedance of the North River WWTPs capacity, and whether 
or not it will create a significant adverse impact on the City’s sanitary 
sewage treatment system. If significant adverse impacts are identified, the 
DEIS will identify any practicable mitigation measures to avoid or reduce 
those impacts. 

Comment 11-2: The Scope should examine ways to reuse “gray water” and examine how 
water use can be as efficient as possible. (Maloney et al_017) 

The Scope should study ways to reuse “gray” water. New buildings 
should minimize the use of potable water for services (e.g., air 
conditioning and heating equipment) with new designs for storage and 
use of potable water and using non-potable water to service the buildings. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 11-2: The Proposed Project will be required to incorporate low-flow plumbing 
fixtures to reduce sanitary flow as required by the New York City Plumb-
ing Code. In addition, stormwater best management practices (BMPs) 
would be required as part of the New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) site connection approval process for 
new buildings connecting to the sewer system. Specific BMPs (such as 
the reuse of gray water) for the proposed developments will be 
determined in the future in consultation with DEP when specific designs 
are advanced. 

Comment 11-3: Based on the City’s analysis, the Proposed Project would likely result in 
an increase of 4.41 cfs of sanitary flow to the adjacent sewers based on 
the program plan. A hydraulic analysis of the existing sewer system will 
likely be required prior to the submittal of the Site Connection Proposal 
Application (SCP) to determine whether the existing sewer system is 
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capable of supporting higher density development and related increase in 
wastewater flow, or whether there will be a need to upgrade the existing 
sewer system. In addition, the project area is a large-scale development 
in Midtown Manhattan with aging sewers with many potential conflicts. 
As part of the New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
(NYCDEP) site connection approval process, the development must be 
in compliance with the required storm water release rate. (Semel_091) 

Response 11-3: The DEIS Water and Sewer Infrastructure analysis will calculate the 
water consumed and the sewage generated, as well as the stormwater flow 
produced by the Proposed Project. Connecting to the City’s sewer system 
requires certification from DEP as part of the building permit process, at 
which time a site-specific hydraulic analysis may be required. If required, 
the hydraulic analysis would determine whether the existing sewer 
facilities serving the site are capable of supporting higher-density 
development and an increase in wastewater flow, or whether there is a 
need to upgrade the existing sewer system. 

Comment 11-4: The proposed development would generate a water demand of more 
than 1 mgd. Existing infrastructure should be able to handle the water 
demand. In addition, there are plans to upgrade water mains within the 
project area. (Semel_091) 

Response 11-4: Comment noted. The DEIS analysis will calculate the incremental water 
demand resulting from the Proposed Project and determine the Proposed 
Project’s potential for impacts on the City’s water supply.  

SOLID WASTE 

Comment 12-1: The impact of new and existing commercial waste must be determined. 
Entry and exit points for the waste as well as locations for trash storage 
must also be investigated. In order to minimize the number of curb cuts, 
the opportunity to share sanitation and delivery infrastructure should be 
studied. Source separation containers should be widely available for 
pedestrians and Penn Station users. (Maloney et al_017) 

The Scope should include consideration of a centralized location for 
waste removal and consideration of elimination of any on-street 
collection sites by insisting all building services be inside any new 
buildings. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Study the opportunity to share sanitation and deliveries infrastructure in 
order to minimize the number of curb cuts. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 
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A comprehensive Sanitation Plan, including trash storage, separation, and 
collection for the entire area should be analyzed. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Existing examples utilizing underground pneumatic tubes combined with 
garbage removal systems in each new building should be examined. 
Pneumatic tubes can manage waste separated at the entry points to the 
system so linking new and existing buildings in the area would promote 
recycling and organics separation efficiently, remove garbage, reduce 
garbage truck trips, and reduce the overall cost of garbage removal. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Traffic and sanitation impacts must be evaluated and best practices must 
be developed to collect the extremely large amount of refuse produced by 
the added density, including using railway transit rather than trucks to 
transport refuse out of the area. (CB5_008) 

Response 12-1: The DEIS will evaluate potential effects of solid waste and sanitation 
services from the Proposed Project following CEQR Technical Manual 
guidance.   

ENERGY 

Comment 13-1: A study should examine utilizing renewable energy sources and whether 
the proposed buildings could be an energy creation hub for other parts of 
the district. (Maloney et al_017) 

The Scope should include the feasibility of a zero imprint Project Area 
utilizing renewable energy sources generated in proposed buildings. The 
goals of all energy studies should be to limit energy use as much as 
possible, particularly the use of fossil fuels. The Scope should include 
alternatives that prioritize carbon neutrality and carbon negativity. A 
study should analyze co-generators in each building, or more centrally 
located co-generators serving multiple buildings. Design considerations 
should capture the overall energy needs of the entire district. Energy 
generation on each building site should include consideration for solar, 
wind, geothermal as well as the most efficient energy using devices and 
designs within each structure. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Based on the general goal of limiting energy use to the greatest extent 
feasible, and consistent with the concerns related to climate change (Task 
16, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change), we believe the 
project should explore and incorporate the use of renewable energy 
systems for the proposed buildings. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 13-1: New building and alteration projects in New York City are subject to the 
New York City Energy Conservation Code (NYCECC), which comprises 
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the 2020 Energy Conservation Construction Codes of New York State 
(ECCCNYS), in addition to a series of local laws. The DEIS will discuss 
the Proposed Project’s compliance with the NYCECC, and disclose the 
projected amount of energy consumption during long-term operation 
resulting from the Proposed Project. As described in the DSOW, the 
DEIS will also provide an analysis of the anticipated incremental demand 
from the Proposed Project, using the guidance in the CEQR Technical 
Manual. Energy efficiency measures under consideration for the 
Proposed Project will be discussed in Chapter 16, “Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Climate Change.” In addition, ESD would not override 
New York City’s Climate Mobilization Act, which will impose 
restrictions on GHG emissions associated with the consumption of fossil 
fuels. The Proposed Project will also have to comply with any applicable 
requirements established under the New York State Climate Leadership 
and Community Protection Act (CLCPA), which calls for stringent limits 
on the statewide emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs). 

TRANSPORTATION 

TRAFFIC 

Comment 14-1: The Scope should study the possibility of overflow congestion onto 28th 
Street if 30th Street receives new entrances to the station. The study 
should include the intersections of 28th Street with Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues. (Maloney et al_017) 

Study should include the intersections of West 28th Street with Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues, which cross a very residential complex that will be 
impacted if West 30th Street is a major entrance to the station. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-1: The expansion of Penn Station to the block bounded by West 30th and 
West 31st Streets and Eighth and Ninth Avenues would entail additional 
access points for pedestrians, not vehicles. Vehicular traffic associated 
with the Proposed Project would be distributed to the broader roadway 
network, including routes to area parking facilities and along roadways 
serving the development sites. Hence, there is no direct correlation be-
tween adding new pedestrian entrances on West 30th Street to potential 
“overflow congestion” on West 28th Street. An extensive review of the 
project-generated traffic (including autos, for-hire vehicles [FHVs], and 
delivery vehicles) was undertaken with DOT to arrive at the study area 
of intersections presented in the DSOW. These study area intersections 
represent those expected to have the greatest potential for traffic impacts, 
pursuant to criteria outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual. In 
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recognition of the Project’s long-term build-out, ESD has committed to 
coordinate with DOT on a future transportation monitoring program by 
which to evaluate actual project-generated demand and background 
conditions during various stages of project development and occupancy, 
and consider mitigation strategies that would be best suited to address 
traffic issues at those points in time. 

Comment 14-2: The Scope should examine alternatives for For Hire Vehicles 
loading/unloading locations such as on 33rd Street rather than Eighth 
Avenue. (Maloney et al_017) 

Study different scenarios for dedicated FHVs loading and unloading 
locations and their impact on traffic. Today, Eighth Avenue is very 
congested by the taxi traffic and 33rd Street would be a perfect 
alternative. Increasing traffic by 40% on the avenue is unthinkable. Bus 
and FHV traffic demand generated by hotels should be included. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-2: The source of the commenter’s reference to an increase in traffic by 40 
percent along Eighth Avenue is unclear. At the current time, using West 
33rd Street rather than Eighth Avenue for FHV loading/unloading is not 
being considered. Immediately adjacent to Penn Station and MSG 
between Seventh and Eighth Avenues, the eastern end of West 33rd Street 
has been converted to a pedestrian plaza (i.e., Plaza 33) that 
accommodates the East End Gateway, the new entrance to Penn Station 
that is currently under construction. The remainder of the block would 
continue to facilitate access to the uses on the two sides of the block, 
including MSG and 1 Penn Plaza. West 33rd Street between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues and between Eighth and Ninth Avenues would both be 
converted into shared streets as part of the Proposed Project. One of the 
main goals of establishing shared streets is to improve pedestrian 
circulation space and calm traffic on roadways that do not function as 
major thoroughfares or accommodate substantial traffic volumes. FHV 
loading/unloading locations on these streets would counter that intent and 
eliminate the pedestrian-oriented functionalities of shared streets. 

Comment 14-3: The study should compensate for the deficiencies of the CEQR Technical 
Manual: the formulas for vehicles were designed in the 1970s and it is 
well-documented that they overstate vehicular demand for New York. 
The CEQR Technical Manual does not properly consider travel demand 
for cyclists, for-hire vehicle (FHV) users and for delivery/contractor trips, 
which have proven very relevant in recent years. (Corvino_029, 
Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 
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Response 14-3: The CEQR Technical Manual does not contain modal characteristics for 
how trips are/would be made. Rather, it provides standard trip rates and 
temporal distributions for various land uses for purposes of estimating 
daily and peak hour trips. Mode of travel is more a function of geographic 
characteristics. The Project Area is associated with the Manhattan CBD, 
the most transit-rich location in New York City. For residential and com-
mercial office uses, mode of travel is often determined by a review of 
recent census data on journey-to-work and reverse journey-to-work 
statistics. Trip characteristics for other uses would be based on studies of 
the same or similar uses in comparable geographic settings. Sometimes, 
specific survey data are also used as possible references. For this DEIS, 
an in-depth review with DOT was undertaken to arrive at a set of 
reasonable travel demand metrics for estimating future trips associated 
with the Proposed Project. These metrics encompass reasonable 
assumptions on travel by various modes of transportation, including those 
cited in the comment, and delivery activities associated with the Proposed 
Project’s many programmed uses. 

Comment 14-4: The project description is based on an outmoded, vehicular-focused 
approach to planning at the expense of the street-scale pedestrian 
experience. At the same time, the proposal provides few specific details 
on the transit improvements that are driving so much of the below-grade 
project objectives. In addition, the project area should be expanded, as its 
shrink-wrapped focus on the existing Penn Station and transit facilities 
reinforces many of the deficiencies arising in the various technical 
analysis areas. A development that proposes an additional 20 million 
square feet of office space will have regional effects, far beyond the 
specific blocks of the specified project area. Finally, we share the 
concerns among many constituents that the general vagueness around the 
contemplated zoning overrides is unacceptable. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 14-4: Regarding transit improvements, the DSOW notes that each development 
site in connection with new building construction would be located above 
the proposed Penn Station expansion or incorporate transit improvements 
to one or more of the three 34th Street subway stations in the Project 
Area. These improvements were described in the DSOW and will be 
further detailed as part of the DEIS. As for the referenced need to “expand 
the project area,” the Project Area includes development sites that are the 
subject of the GPP, whereas study areas for each technical area would 
vary based on what should be studied in accordance with guidance 
prescribed in the CEQR Technical Manual. For transportation, the traffic 
study area, as shown in Figure 8 of the DSOW, spans river-to-river from 
23rd to 56th Streets. As noted above, the transit study area encompasses 
the three 34th Street stations in the Project Area, as well as all the subway 
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lines that serve those stations. And for pedestrians, as shown in Figure 9 
of the DSOW, the study area includes affected sidewalks, corner 
reservoirs, and crosswalks, covering the entire Project Area and beyond 
along key routes to other transit services, such as regional bus service at 
the Port Authority Bus Terminal and express bus route corridors east of 
the Project Area. Please also refer to the response to Comment 1-5 
regarding the Project Area boundaries and Comment 1-24 regarding 
transit-oriented and micro-mobility solutions for the Proposed Project. 

Comment 14-5: We believe that there should be traffic calming measures on Seventh 
Avenue. (Park-Rogers_039) 

Response 14-5: Independent of the Proposed Project, dedicated bike lanes and widened 
sidewalks have been planned for Seventh Avenue, both of which would 
enhance the travel experience of bicyclists and pedestrians and have the 
effect of calming traffic by way of narrowing roadway space. From the 
coordination undertaken with DOT, these and other changes along var-
ious travel corridors have been identified for implementation, and will be 
accounted for in the DEIS analyses. 

Comment 14-6: The study should assume that the contra lane on Ninth Avenue is 
removed. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-6: The “contra lane” on the Ninth Avenue side of the Farley Post Office 
building has been eliminated as part of the Moynihan Station project and 
will not be considered in this DEIS’s traffic analysis. 

Comment 14-7: The study should take into consideration where deliveries and garbage 
pick-up will take place on Block 755 (Farley/Moynihan) and on 
development sites. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-7: The detailed transportation analyses described in the DSOW are focused 
on the weekday AM, midday, and PM peak periods. Although most 
deliveries and waste removals typically occur outside of these hours, 
reasonable delivery-related volumes were estimated and included in the 
peak hour traffic volumes to be used for analysis. Separate from this 
analysis, as part of the Proposed Project’s planning and design, ESD is 
studying best practices that can be incorporated into the future buildings’ 
physical configurations and operational specifications. Those associated 
with the Farley/Moynihan building, however, are being implemented as 
part of prior approvals. Based on current plans, these activities are 
expected to take place along the north side of West 31st Street between 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues via the on-site loading areas. 
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Comment 14-8: Analysis should include the huge trucks that load and unload and double 
park all around Madison Square Garden. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-8: Activities associated with truck loading at MSG occur under existing 
conditions and mostly outside the three weekday analysis peak hours. 
However, loading and unloading activities that occur during the three 
weekday analysis peak hours will be included in the baseline traffic 
volumes analyzed in the DEIS. 

Comment 14-9: The study should include the intersections of West 35th Street at Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues; West 37th Street at Ninth Avenue; West 39th Street 
at Eighth and Ninth Avenues; and the three other entrances to the Lincoln 
Tunnel that will be affected by the creation of a shared street on West 
33rd Street, which is currently an entrance to the tunnel. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-9: Based on discussions with DOT, the creation of shared street segments 
along West 33rd Street is not expected to affect traffic circulation in the 
area or diversions to other roadways, because through traffic will be 
maintained on shared streets during peak hours. Therefore, the 
assignment of project-generated trips, which account for these changes, 
does not show the need to analyze the intersections stated in the comment. 
DOT has indicated that it concurs with this approach. 

Comment 14-10: The loss of parking spaces that would be provided in our proposed project 
[(340 West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (Block 754, 
Lot 63)] in the No Action condition must be accounted for in the traffic 
and parking analysis. (Gordon_076) 

Response 14-10: In anticipation of the loss in the parking spaces at this parking facility, 
project-generated trips were not assigned to this location and the related 
loss in parking supply will be accounted for in the DEIS’s parking 
analysis. 

Comment 14-11: The Scope should include the study of the impact of the relocation of the 
long-distance bus terminal located on the parking lot at the southwest 
corner of West 31st Street and Eighth Avenue. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

An interim and permanent replacement to the displaced long distance bus 
facility on the southwest corner of Eighth Avenue and 31st Street must 
be provided. (Berthet_023, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 14-11: This former surface public parking lot has been used on an interim basis 
as a long-distance bus staging location. Its limited activities are part of 
the background traffic volumes and as a conservative assumption, will 
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not be displaced from the network analysis volumes. Likewise, those 
activities, if relocated to elsewhere in the area (the specific location is 
unknown at this time), are unlikely to have any perceptible effects to that 
location’s surrounding traffic volumes. 

Comment 14-12: The proposed DSOW fails to state that the traffic demand factors analysis 
of the proposed Penn South alternative will be based on ridership, 
pedestrian and vehicular levels, resulting from a full Gateway build, and 
makes the proposed DSOW a lying by omission process. (Clift_050) 

Response 14-12: The DSOW makes clear that the analysis of the Future No Action and 
With Action conditions in the transportation assessment will account for 
background growth, projects to be developed absent the Proposed 
Project, as well as programming associated with the Proposed Project, 
and ridership increases anticipated from regional transportation improve-
ment initiatives (such as the Gateway Program) and those related to the 
Proposed Project.  

TRANSIT 

Comment 14-13: The huge pedestrian congestion problems resulting from the Penn South 
location, of new platform or tracks a block further away from all subway 
lines, which will be accessible solely through the existing Penn Station, 
will be hidden from the public scrutiny. This is a fatal flaw in the 
proposed DSOW. (Clift_050) 

Response 14-13: The DSOW, which was made public on July 1, 2020, provides descrip-
tions of the Proposed Project and outlines the technical analyses that will 
be performed to assess potential environmental impacts for various 
subject areas in accordance with applicable regulations. The expanded 
portion of Penn Station would be situated underground a block south of 
the current Penn Station location and would facilitate the addition of new 
tracks and platforms to serve existing and projected future commuter rail 
ridership demand. Surface entrances or street access locations would 
accompany the underground expansion on this southern block, thereby 
providing additional access opportunities to Penn Station and further 
dispersing Penn Station-related on-street pedestrian demand. Riders 
traveling via trains that are accommodated by the new tracks and 
platforms would be able to maneuver through existing and improved 
underground concourses and corridors to access the subway lines that 
serve Penn Station. As noted in the DSOW, the Penn Station Master Plan, 
undertaken separately by MTA, NJT, and Amtrak, is examining existing 
and future ridership at Penn Station and will identify potential circulation 
improvements that would be necessary to accommodate the projected 
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future ridership. At this time, the details necessary for a detailed 
examination of interior circulation elements within the existing and future 
expanded Penn Station are not available.  

Comment 14-14: Evaluate existing capacity of subway entrances and exits along Eighth 
Avenue, the impact of increased foot traffic to Hudson Yards and what 
improvements will be necessary to facilitate an efficient flow of 
pedestrian traffic. (Maloney et al_017) 

Many of these existing subway station platforms and stairways in the area 
are already at or near capacity during peak hour volumes. The proposed 
development scenario of increased commercial office space will add 
more people and create more impacts in an already crowded system. The 
proposed transit improvements should alleviate congestion, add capacity 
and create direct connections where appropriate. (Semel_091) 

Response 14-14: Extensive consultations with MTA and New York City Transit (NYCT) 
were undertaken to determine how the trips estimated for the Proposed 
Project would be distributed to the subway system, including the control 
areas, passageways, and vertical circulation elements pertained to the 
three 34th Street subway stations adjacent to Penn Station (i.e., the Herald 
Square, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue stations). As stated in the 
DSOW, these station elements, which include those noted in the 
comment, will be analyzed pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual and 
NYCT guidelines. 

Comment 14-15: Investigate how ADA compliance with all transit connections can be 
conducted such that elevators, escalators, platforms, and other means of 
access are included in the plan and study all possible locations for new 
ADA compliant elevators. Stringent service level agreements must be 
kept between developers and the MTA to keep facilities and all means of 
access in good working order, including the new ADA compliant elevator 
planned for Site 7. Access to public transportation systems and platforms 
should include ADA-compliant wayfinding signage, accessible signals, 
ramps, and tactile guide. Bus stations should feature a barrier-free design. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Maloney et al_017) 

Response 14-15: Compliance with ADA is required for certain station improvement 
programs and will be considered and coordinated with the MTA and 
NYCT as the various project-related station improvements advance in 
planning and design. If existing bus stops need to be reconstructed or re-
located as part of the Proposed Project’s public realm improvements, they 
will also be subject to future DOT/MTA/NYCT review and approvals. 
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Comment 14-16: Study connections to Grand Central [Terminal]. Study possible busways 
that can facilitate easy access to Penn Station. (Maloney et al_017) 

Study the impact of the East Side Access project on the overall track and 
platform capacity for the project. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Account for the impact of the East Side Access project’s scheduled 
completion date of December 2022 on overall capacity demand. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-16: Busways/connections between Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal 
are within the purview of NYCT and are outside the scope of the DEIS. 
As noted in the DSOW, the East Side Access project is a separate project 
currently under construction. With the introduction of service to Grand 
Central Terminal, LIRR will reduce its train frequency at Penn Station, 
freeing capacity for other rail movements there. The effects on commuter 
rail ridership levels at Penn Station attributable to East Side Access and 
other regional rail initiatives will be considered as part of the Penn Station 
Master Plan and accounted for in the ridership projections used in the 
DEIS’s future conditions analyses. The study of how the East Side Access 
project may affect the overall track and platform capacity for the 
Proposed Project is beyond the scope of the DEIS.  

Comment 14-17: The cumulative effects of the new Port Authority Bus Terminal ridership, 
which is plus 40 percent and the enlarged Penn Station ridership, which 
is also 40 percent, should be studied, especially on the MTA E line, which 
operates at maximum capacity. (Berthet_023, Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Study the effects of increased subway ridership from both this project and 
the nearby expansion of the Port Authority Bus Terminal, particularly on 
the E line which pre-COVID was at maximum capacity. (Maloney et 
al_017) 

Response 14-17: The DSOW states that the expanded Penn Station, which would allow for 
the addition of eight or nine tracks, would increase Penn Station’s plat-
form capacity by approximately 40 percent. Such an improvement does 
not necessarily correlate with a proportional increase in ridership. As 
noted in the DSOW, this DEIS will include a capacity evaluation of the 
subway lines, including the E line, serving the Penn Station area. This 
analysis will account for anticipated changes in the future with and 
without the Proposed Project to the extent they are known or can be 
reasonably projected. The DEIS analyses will account for known devel-
opment projects within the study areas that are likely to be built by the 
analysis years, including developments currently under construction or 
that can be reasonably expected due to the current level of planning and 
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applications for public approvals. These will include the Port Authority 
Bus Terminal project, if appropriate. 

Comment 14-18: Where’s the opportunity for a commuters traveling impact assessment? 
Every subway train that goes to Penn Station will be affected. 
(James_062) 

Response 14-18: The DEIS will include a capacity evaluation of the subway lines serving 
the Penn Station area (i.e., the Herald Square, Seventh Avenue, and 
Eighth Avenue stations). 

PEDESTRIANS 

Comment 14-19: The scope should include mid-block crossings on all the avenues and 
streets for the blocks surrounding the station and, in particular, the mid-
block raised pedestrian crossing on Ninth Avenue in front of the mall 
entrance to link it to Midtown West. (Berthet_023) 

The Scope should study the possibility of creating mid-block crossings 
surrounding Moynihan Train Hall on West 31st and West 33rd Street and 
a mid-block raised pedestrian crossing on Ninth Avenue in front of the 
train hall. (Maloney et al_017) 

Evaluate opportunity to create mid-block crossings on all avenue/street 
blocks surrounding the station and at a minimum on West 30th and West 
31st Streets between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Evaluate opportunity to create a mid-block raised pedestrian crossing on 
Ninth Avenue in front of the Mall (Block 755) entrance (West 33rd/West 
31st). (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-19: The Proposed Project, as currently envisioned, does not include addition-
al mid-block crossings, but it also does not preclude the possibility of 
adding these crossings in the future where warranted. Over the years, 
DOT has added numerous mid-block crosswalks at desired locations ac-
ross the City, most notably along long blocks between avenues where 
there are major attractions on both sides. Nearby on West 34th Street, 
mid-block crosswalks exist between Broadway and Seventh Avenue, and 
between Seventh Avenue and Eighth Avenue. There is also a mid-block 
crosswalk on Eighth Avenue connecting the MSG and Farley Post Office 
superblocks. Along Ninth Avenue, with the development of the Moyni-
han Station and the recently completed 1 Manhattan West commercial 
office tower, Brookfield Properties is currently working with DOT to add 
a mid-block crossing between West 31st and West 33rd Streets. Sur-
rounding the existing Penn Station, there are already crosswalks along 
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the avenues at single-city-block spacing (approximately 275 feet). The 
east end of West 33rd Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues has 
been converted to a pedestrian plaza, which further limited vehicular 
activities on the north side of Penn Station. With Penn Station expanding 
to the south as part of the Proposed Project, there would be underground 
concourses and passageways that facilitate connections across West 31st 
Street. 

Comment 14-20: The project proposal to widen the sidewalks on West 30th and 31st 
Streets, and on Eighth Avenue between these streets is insufficient to 
meet future demand, especially taking into consideration the massive 
growth underway in residential and commercial space to the west 
(Hudson Yards and Manhattan West). (Maloney et al_017) 

This proposal is inadequate to meet the current use and demand. It should 
be revised to consider a vastly wider sidewalk expansion in 
contemplation of the study. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The threshold for pedestrian traffic assessment must also be strengthened 
to provide for proper pedestrian flow. The area is currently extremely 
congested and the proposed sidewalk enlargement current presented in 
the DSOW is not adequate. (CB5_008) 

Response 14-20: The Proposed Project incorporates building setbacks that effectively 
yield widened sidewalks surrounding each of the development sites. An 
extensive review of the project-generated pedestrian trips was undertaken 
with DOT to arrive at the study area locations presented in the DSOW. 
The DEIS’s analyses will account for the projected increases in 
pedestrian traffic and changes in pedestrian space resulting from the 
Proposed Project, identify potential impacts, and recommend feasible 
mitigation measures where warranted. In recognition of the project’s 
long-term build-out, ESD has committed to coordinate with DOT on a 
future transportation monitoring program by which to evaluate actual 
project-generated demand and background conditions during various 
stages of project development and occupancy, and consider mitigation 
strategies that would be best suited to address pedestrian circulation 
issues at those points in time. 

Comment 14-21: We request that the following studies be performed based on the 
assumption that trees will be planted per the zoning requirement and will 
occupy four feet of sidewalk, thus reducing the capacity of the sidewalks. 
In addition, anti-terrorist bollards take significant space that should be 
deducted wherever they will be installed for the purpose of calculating 
sidewalk capacity. Alternatively, ESD must prescribe that all security 
antiterrorism protections be incorporated in buildings.  
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• The cumulative effects of the new bus terminal (+40%) and the 
enlarged Penn Station (+40%) should be studied on Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues sidewalks, corners, and crossings all the way up to West 
42nd Street, especially considering these sidewalks are currently over 
capacity. 

• Study corners, crosswalks, and sidewalk elements on Ninth Avenue 
from West 30th to 38th Streets in the secondary study area. What 
portion of pedestrians and commuters will use the streets and 
sidewalks to travel from Eighth to Ninth Avenue, and Ninth Avenue 
to access office towers from the Port Authority? 

• Evaluate the creation of “walk lanes” in roadway on Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues up to West 38th Street, and on West 31st Street between 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues. 

• Evaluate the creation of a shared street on West 31st Street. 
• Study the installation of drinking fountains and public toilets. 
• Study the number of commuters who will use the Mall in Block 755 

to go west to Hudson Yards. 
• Study how the pedestrian area, including the secondary study area, 

will be made ADA-compliant: accessible signals, ramps, and tactile 
guide for blind users of shared streets. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The Scope should study the effects of the new Port Authority Bus 
Terminal plus the enlarged Penn Station on the currently over-capacity 
sidewalks between Eighth and Ninth Avenues up to 42nd Street, 
including the possibility of “walk lanes” in the roadway. (Maloney et 
al_017) 

Response 14-21: Design guidelines on landscaping and street furniture will be developed 
in parallel with the preparation of the DEIS. For the new buildings pro-
posed for the Project Area’s development sites, security bollards will be 
a component of each site’s design. On New York City sidewalks, there 
are already existing furniture and obstructions, which include trees, plan-
ters, signs, bike racks, booths, etc. For the DEIS’s analyses, this occupied 
space would be deducted for purposes of calculating the effective pedes-
trian space. The DEIS will make the appropriate adjustments that account 
for the security bollards and likely future obstructions in determining fu-
ture effective pedestrian space. 

Regarding the above bulleted comments: 

• As stated in the response to Comment 14-2, the source of the com-
menter’s reference to a “40-percent increase” is unclear. Nonetheless, 
in recognition of existing and anticipated future pedestrian activities 
on Eighth Avenue between the Port Authority Bus Terminal and 
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buildings in the Project Area, as shown in Figure 9 of the DSOW, 
pedestrian elements along this path will be included for the DEIS’s 
impact analyses. 

• The selection of warranted analysis locations is based on the 
anticipated number of project-generated trips resulting from the 
Proposed Project. Detailed trip assignments were reviewed with 
DOT to arrive at the study area locations presented in Figure 9 of the 
DSOW. Because most of the Project Area’s development sites would 
be east of Eighth Avenue, the projected trip assignments 
demonstrated that locations along Ninth Avenue do not warrant 
analysis. 

• Although dedicated “walk lanes” are not currently proposed, the 
design of the proposed buildings and on-going/future work under-
taken by DOT are expected to increase pedestrian space. Specifically, 
all Proposed Project buildings will incorporate setbacks to increase 
the widths of their adjacent sidewalks. Separately, DOT has plans to 
widen sidewalks within the Project Area on Seventh Avenue, and 
within and north of the Project Area on Eighth Avenue. These will 
be accounted for in the DEIS’s pedestrian analyses. 

• The development of the Proposed Project buildings will facilitate the 
incorporation of shared street segments on West 32nd and West 33rd 
Streets between Sixth and Seventh Avenues, and on West 33rd Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (West 33rd Street between Sev-
enth and Eighth Avenues already functions as a shared street with the 
addition of Plaza 33). DOT concluded that implementing shared 
street characteristics on West 31st Street would not be feasible. These 
characteristics include neckdowns, raised roadbed to match curb 
height, narrowed permitted vehicle space, and significantly lowered 
speed limits. Unlike West 32nd and West 33rd Streets, which are not 
through streets, West 31st Street serves westbound traffic for most of 
the width of Manhattan and is a key feeder to the Lincoln Tunnel. 
While the development of Project buildings are likely to alter the 
functionality of West 31st Street in the immediate area (including the 
addition of bike lanes), converting it to shared street operations has 
been deemed infeasible. 

• The installation of drinking fountains and public toilets is outside the 
scope of the DEIS. 

• The referenced activities (i.e., number of commuters who will use the 
Mall in Block 755 to go west to Hudson Yards) are part of the future 
background condition. 

While the referenced request will not be part of the  DEIS, facilitating 
access and movement for the disabled in accordance with ADA standards 
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is a priority for New York City. In addition to adding ADA access to 
subway stations as part of MTA’s capital plan, new development-related 
station improvements often must include the installation of elevators. 
Although detailed building, streetscape, and shared street design efforts 
will not be completed within the timeframe of this environmental review 
process, the Proposed Project buildings and associated improvements 
would comply with prevailing ADA standards and requirements, and 
ESD will continue working with DOT to implement some of these future 
changes. 

Comment 14-22: Evaluate the upgrading of the West 35th station at Eighth Avenue: what 
portion of commuters will use the Moynihan passageway/mall in Block 
755, versus West 35th Street station to reach Hudson Yards. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-22: As detailed in the DSOW, the Proposed Project’s public transportation 
improvements include improvements to the 34th Street–Penn Station 
(Eighth Avenue) Subway Station. These station improvements will be 
incorporated into the With Action analysis. Additionally, the future No 
Action and With Action transit volumes will account for background 
growth, projects to be developed absent the Proposed Project (including 
the Moynihan Train Hall project), as well as programming associated 
with the Proposed Project, and ridership increases anticipated from 
regional transportation improvement initiatives and those related to the 
Proposed Project. The DEIS will evaluate the potential impacts to transit 
elements associated with transit users generated by the Proposed Project, 
not those intended to be generated by other area projects. The effects of 
those are part of the future baseline and not driven by the Proposed 
Project. 

Comment 14-23: Evaluate the possibility of a pedestrian connection at grade and elevated 
from Moynihan Station to Hudson Yards through Midtown West. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-23: The pedestrian connection raised by the commenter is beyond the scope 
of the Proposed Project and this DEIS. 

Comment 14-24: Road capacity and safety to facilitate pedestrian access and transit should 
be the top priority, with micro mobility a close second. (Berthet_023) 

Response 14-24: As discussed in the DSOW, one of the goals of the Proposed Project is to 
improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, 
access, and safety. For example, to enhance pedestrian safety, the 
Proposed Project would include public realm improvements such as 



Appendix A: Response to Comments 

 A-83  

shared streets. Please see the response to Comment 1-24 regarding micro 
mobility considerations. 

Comment 14-25: The study area must be expanded to account for all intersection and 
sidewalks affected within half-a-mile. (Berthet_023) 

The study areas should be expanded. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The study area for pedestrian flow, vehicular traffic flow, and bicycle 
circulation must be broadened, as a ¼-mile radius will not accurately 
capture the impact generated by the additional 20 million square feet of 
commercial, retail, and hotel development. (CB5_008) 

Response 14-25: Transportation study areas are not determined based on a certain radius 
from the Project Area. Rather, they are defined, in consultation with 
expert transportation agencies, such as DOT and NYCT, by the effects 
anticipated from project-generated trips. As shown in Figure 8 of the 
DSOW, the traffic study area will encompass intersections spanning 
river-to-river between 23rd and 56th Streets, a rectangular area of approx-
imately 3.4 square miles (2.0 miles by 1.7 miles). For pedestrians, as 
shown in Figure 9 of the DSOW, sidewalk, corner, and crosswalk 
elements to be included for study extend from Fifth to Ninth Avenues and 
from West 29th to West 41st Streets, a rectangular area of approximately 
0.7 by 0.6 miles. 

Comment 14-26: Evaluate the re-opening of the Gimbels Passageway between Sixth and 
Seventh Avenues under West 33rd Street. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-26: The reopening of the Gimbels Passageway, or an alternative similarly 
aligned east–west corridor, will be a component of the Proposed Project 
and its effects will be accounted for in the DEIS’s transit and pedestrian 
analyses. 

Comment 14-27: The scope neglects lane paths on the Eighth through Ninth Avenue 
sidewalks with pedestrians routinely walking fast. We ask that you 
evaluate the creation of walk lanes on both these avenues. (Berthet_023) 

Response 14-27: Please see the response to Comment 14-21 regarding pedestrian analyses 
and “walk lanes” on Eighth and Ninth Avenues in the DEIS. 

Comment 14-28: The streets around the station should be pedestrianized where possible in 
order to alleviate severe congestion at the sidewalks. (Chakrabarti_061) 

Response 14-28: The ongoing Plaza 33 project, together with DOT’s planned sidewalk 
widening on Seventh and Eighth Avenues, as well as the Proposed Pro-
ject’s planned improvements to underground circulation, implementation 
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of shared streets, and setting back new buildings where feasible to 
provide additional pedestrian space are aimed to address these future 
pedestrian circulation needs. The DEIS will account for these changes in 
its analyses. Although facilitating improved pedestrian circulation 
surrounding the Penn Station intermodal hub is a goal of the Proposed 
Project, fully pedestrianizing the streets around the station, which is not 
being considered, would impact essential vehicular access, including 
through traffic, for-hired vehicle connections, and bus service. 

Comment 14-29: The Scope should include a focus on how best to improve the pedestrian 
experience as it relates to the need to safely and efficiently move millions 
of people through the area. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-29: As noted in previous responses, the Proposed Project will incorporate 
pedestrian public realm features, such as building setbacks and shared 
streets, together with planned improvements to be undertaken by DOT, 
to better accommodate pedestrian access, circulation, and safety. Addi-
tionally, the Proposed Project will be coordinated with the Penn Station 
Master Plan, a key goal of which is to improve pedestrian circulation. 

Comment 14-30: Because the Proposed Project would significantly increase the number of 
people in the area, it is of critical importance that maximum road capacity 
and safety to facilitate pedestrian access be the priority, with 
accommodating micro mobility close second. Displaced bus facilities 
must be replaced on site. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-30: Recognizing the potential increase in activities generated by the Proposed 
Project, improvements to underground circulation, implementation of 
shared streets, and setting back new buildings where feasible to provide 
additional pedestrian space are some of the Proposed Project components 
that are expected to facilitate pedestrian access to the area and encourage 
micro-mobility. The Proposed Project is not expected to displace any 
formal or permanent bus facilities. Currently, the surface parking lot at 
the southwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street is being used 
on an interim basis for long-distance bus staging (see the response to 
Comment 14-11) Those activities will not be replaced on the project sites, 
but could relocate elsewhere in the area (the specific location is unknown 
at this time). 

Comment 14-31: Evaluate the elimination of private vehicles from West 30th Street to 
West 34th Street, Tenth to Eighth Avenues. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-31: The elimination of private vehicles from West 30th Street to West 34th 
Street is not under consideration as part of the Proposed Project, and is 
beyond the scope of the DEIS. 
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Comment 14-32: Evaluate the intersections of West 31st and West 34th Streets with Eighth 
Avenue, which have a high number of crashes. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-32: The referenced intersections are all part of the traffic study area shown in 
Figure 8 of the DSOW. The DEIS’s transportation chapter will also 
document recent crash history at the study area locations and identify 
potential safety measures for high crash intersections. 

Comment 14-33: Study locations for trash storage, hotel linen storage as well as loading 
docks to facilitate contractors’ visits and office deliveries to increase 
sidewalk capacity and reduce conflicts with pedestrians. (Kern_069, 
LeFrancois_027) 

Significant space should be provided for new forms of transit and other 
activities, including bicycle parking and bike share stations, trash storage, 
hotel linen storage and contractor-specific parking and deliveries. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The study should focus on shared facilities to minimize curb cuts that 
disrupt the pedestrian flow. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

To the maximum extent feasible, loading should be accommodated off-
street. On-street loading should be managed through creative street 
design and curb regulations in order to minimize impacts on safety and 
mobility. Designs should also strongly encourage off-hour deliveries to 
boost efficiency of streets and loading in the district. (Semel_091) 

Response 14-33: These operational activities are being studied as part of the Proposed 
Project’s planning and design.  

OTHER 

Comment 14-34: The Madison Square Garden events bring large TV and tractor trailer 
loads at peak hours. It all needs to be taken into account from the 
transportation and traffic study. (Berthet_023) 

The study should take into account the impact of daily Madison Square 
Garden events, which bring large tractor trailers (often illegal 53-foot 
trucks) to the area, as well as large TV trailers at peak hours directly 
affecting pedestrian flows and safe movement of people and goods. 
(Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-34: See the response to Comment 14-8. Existing activities associated with 
MSG are part of the existing baseline to be studied in the DEIS and are 
assumed to continue with or without the Proposed Project. 
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Comment 14-35: We need to anticipate the implementation of congestion pricing and its 
impact on traffic loads and on other transit modes. (Corvino_029) 

Transportation studies should account for congestion pricing, which was 
approved in the 2019 New York State budget with implementation 
planned to occur long before the project commencement. Congestion 
pricing impacts should include changes to all transportation modes, not 
just automobile traffic load. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 14-35: Congestion pricing or the Central Business District Tolling Program is 
under study as part of a separate environmental review. Its approval and 
timing of implementation are undetermined at this time. The DEIS will 
acknowledge that this program may be implemented within the time-
frame of the Proposed Project and provide a qualitative assessment of its 
effects on the various modes of transportation. 

AIR QUALITY 

No comments received on this analytical area.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

Comment 16-1: The DSOW does not include a Greenhouse Gas Emissions or Climate 
Change evaluation but must do so. (Goldstein_084) 

Response 16-1: An assessment of GHG Emissions will be included in the DEIS as 
described in Task 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change,” of 
the DSOW. 

Comment 16-2: Consideration should be given not just to energy usage of the buildings 
themselves, but to the energy impact of people getting to and from the 
area. This means that the study should consider the current and future 
demands for cyclists, for-hire vehicles, as well as how congestion pricing 
in the city will further reduce vehicular usage and impact alternate modes 
of transportation. (Maloney et al_017) 

Response 16-2: The analysis will include estimates of GHG emissions from vehicle trips 
to and from the Project Area. These will be quantified using trip distances 
and vehicle emission factors provided in the CEQR Technical Manual. 
The number of annual weekday vehicle trips by mode (cars, taxis, and 
trucks) that would be generated by the Proposed Project will use the 
transportation planning assumptions developed under Task 14, 
“Transportation,” of the DSOW. 

Comment 16-3: For a project that will result in over 20 million gross square feet of 
development, the FSOW and DEIS must clearly identify ways in which 
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GHG emissions, energy and water use, and urban heat island effect would 
be reduced. The general statement in the DSOW that “relevant measures 
to reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions that could be 
incorporated into the project will be discussed” is simply not enough for 
a project of this scale. The measures need to be identified and embedded 
in the development proposal. We strongly suggest that the GPP include 
specific guidelines that would frame the sustainable measures to be 
implemented. The project presents an excellent opportunity to 
incorporate innovative, sustainable practices through increased open 
space and vegetation, forward-thinking building design and construction 
approaches, and LEED™ certified or equivalent heating and cooling 
systems. The FSOW and DEIS must lay out the specific systems and 
approaches that will be employed and disclose the specific reductions of 
impacts (i.e., reductions of water and energy use and GHG emissions, use 
of recycled building materials) and environmental benefits of each in 
comparison to conventional construction and operational approaches. 
(Goldstein_084) 

The Proposed Project should provide clear descriptions of LEED building 
requirement targets, which should be incorporated into each site. 
(Johnson et al_088) 

The FSOW must indicate that the DEIS will include a description of the 
specific design practices that would be applied and standards that would 
be followed (i.e., LEED or equivalent standard). (Goldstein_084) 

Response 16-3: As noted in the DSOW and per CEQR Technical Manual guidance, the 
DEIS will include a discussion of design features, operational measures, 
and sustainability goals and commitments that will be made to reduce 
energy use and GHG emissions for the Proposed Project. Specific energy 
efficiency measures and design elements that are currently being consi-
dered for implementation in the proposed developments will be identified 
to the extent they are known. However, detailed design measures may 
continue to evolve as sustainable designs progress. These measures may 
include, but are not limited to, certification under one of a number of 
developed benchmarks for energy efficiency and green building design, 
such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED).  

Comment 16-4: Proposals must comply with Local Law 97, the law to reduce the city’s 
overall carbon emissions 80 percent by 2050. The environmental impact 
of these buildings are going to be significant, and only proposals that 
comply with the local law should be considered. (Maloney et al_017) 

The proposed project’s energy impact must be assessed in light of Local 
Law 97. In order to proceed, the Proposed Project must fully comply with 
current energy requirements and the Environmental Impact Statement 
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must establish that once fully completed and occupied, the buildings as 
well as the transit hub would be energy efficient. (CB5_008) 

Response 16-4: The DEIS will consider all applicable rules and regulations that would 
determine the future GHG emissions from the Proposed Project, and will 
include a discussion of the carbon intensity limits established by Local 
Law 97 and how those limits would apply to the Proposed Project. 

Comment 16-5: I am concerned with the potential environmental impact that the Proposed 
Project will have and urge Empire State Development to undertake the 
Proposed Project in the most environmentally safe way possible. 
(Codispoti_072) 

Response 16-5: The DEIS will assess all of the potential environmental impacts associ-
ated with both construction and operation of the Proposed Project, as des-
cribed in the DSOW. This will also include an assessment of GHG 
emissions as described in Task 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate 
Change,” of the DSOW. 

Comment 16-6: I’m very concerned about the climate change and public health 
implications that today’s proposed development in its current state will 
have. (R._059) 

Unreasonable developers create an untenable increase in climate change 
pollution and exacerbation of our heat island index, as demonstrated in 
data-driven studies. (Machaver_060) 

Response 16-6: The DEIS will include an assessment of GHG emissions as described in 
Task 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change,” of the DSOW. 
This includes the evaluation of the direct and reasonably foreseeable 
indirect GHG emissions that would be generated by the construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project. The assessment of a project’s consis-
tency with GHG reduction goals, identified in accordance with the CEQR 
Technical Manual, is currently the most appropriate standard by which to 
analyze a project’s impacts on GHG emissions. 

Comment 16-7: Will there be weatherization opportunities as far as energy efficiency? 
(James_062) 

Response 16-7: As described in Task 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change,” 
of the DSOW, the analysis will include identifying specific design 
features and operational measures, where the information needed to do 
so is available, to increase energy efficiency and reduced GHG emissions 
from the Proposed Project. To the extent that information is available, 
these emission reductions will be quantified. 
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Comment 16-8: The proposed new construction will use untold amounts of resources and 
take decades to reach carbon neutrality. We request an analysis of the 
sustainability impacts. (NYLC_078) 

Response 16-8: As described in Task 16, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change,” 
of the DSOW, emissions from the Proposed Project’s construction and 
emissions associated with the extraction or production of construction 
materials will be quantitatively assessed, and opportunities for reducing 
GHG emissions associated with construction will be considered. 

Comment 16-9: Several studies around the world, but particularly in China and London, 
have demonstrated that in buildings of 21 stories, or 210 feet, energy use 
and greenhouse gas emissions increase exponentially. Height limits of 
210 feet are needed for the developments that we are discussing today. 
LEED certification for buildings is insufficient, as the Bank of America 
building in Manhattan demonstrated. (Machaver_060, R._059) 

Response 16-9: While the impact to GHG emissions from building height is still being 
studied, a review of data collected for 2010 through 2017 pursuant to 
New York City’s energy reporting requirements of Local Law 84 found 
little to no correlation between building height and energy intensity 
within New York City. However, the proposed developments would be 
subject to the carbon intensity limits established in Local Law 97 
regardless of their building heights. As described in Task 16, “Green-
house Gas Emissions/Climate Change,” of the DSOW, the analysis will 
discuss specific design features and operational measures (including 
energy efficiency commitments as well as design guidelines for tenant 
build-out after completion of construction), to the extent the information 
needed to do so is available, to increase energy efficiency and reduced 
GHG emissions from the Proposed Project. 

NOISE 

No comments received on this analytical area.  

PUBLIC HEALTH 

Comment 18-1: The FSOW must reflect that the DEIS will identify and evaluate how the 
proposed development would adapt to present and future public health 
impacts. The evaluation must include, but not be limited to, an evaluation 
of how the proposed development will address public health through 
interior and exterior design approaches, interior air quality and 
ventilation, public realm design, and open space. (Goldstein_084) 

While this station will ultimately be completed in a post-COVID era, 
consideration should be given to how a new site can reduce spread of 
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illness and also consider the potential future need for social distancing in 
all aspects of the project. Studies on how Post-COVID work practices 
will impact office environments should be considered. All areas within 
the project need to be designed in a way that facilitate social distancing, 
including transit passageways, public space and building entrances. 
(Maloney et al_017) 

Response 18-1: While the Proposed Actions would facilitate new commercial buildings 
on each development site, the new buildings have not been fully designed 
at this time. Future developers would advance the project design at each 
site in accordance with the GPP and may account for changes to 
workplace design as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. The design of 
public spaces will not assume that the current social distancing measures 
imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic are permanent, because the 
pandemic is not anticipated to last indefinitely. 

Comment 18-2: What is the environmental and health impact, air quality? (James_062) 

Looking at the example of the Second Avenue subway project, it 
happened with the Q train on 96th Street. That was already demonstrating 
to those communities, especially the residential buildings on the 
health/air quality impact and we don’t want to go down that road again. 
(James_062) 

Response 18-2: As discussed in the DSOW, the DEIS will include an assessments of the 
potential operational and construction-period air quality impacts of the 
Proposed Project. A public health assessment may be warranted if an 
unmitigated significant adverse impact is identified in other analysis 
areas, such as air quality, hazardous materials, or noise. If unmitigated 
significant adverse impacts are identified for the Proposed Project in any 
of these technical areas, a public health assessment may be warranted, 
and an analysis will be provided for the relevant technical area(s). 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

Comment 19-1: We recommend that the community boards be consulted in creating an 
understanding of what the existing neighborhood character is, and what 
it should be after this development is complete. (Maloney et al_017) 

Response 19-1: The Neighborhood Character assessment in the DEIS will follow CEQR 
Technical Manual guidance. It will rely, in part, on the conclusions of 
other technical analyses in the DEIS, including Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy; Socioeconomic Conditions; Open Space; Historic and 
Cultural Resources; Urban Design and Visual Resources; Shadows. 
Transportation; and Noise. 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Comment 20-1: The scope should include a study on the impact on local residents of noise 
and air quality during the construction process and include mitigation 
measures. Heavy nearby residential areas of concern would be West 30th 
Street and Penn South. (Maloney et al_017) 

The Scope should include a study of the impact on noise from 
construction on Penn South and West 30th Street residents and include 
mitigation measures. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

Response 20-1: As described in the DSOW, the DEIS will include detailed quantitative 
analyses of air quality and noise during construction of the Proposed 
Project. The potential air quality and noise effects resulting from 
construction on surrounding sensitive receptor locations (e.g., residences) 
will be evaluated and compared to applicable impact criteria. The DEIS 
will also include a discussion of the strategies that would be implemented 
to reduce project-related air quality and noise emissions during 
construction activities. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Comment 21-1: The Scope should include alternatives that prioritize carbon neutrality 
and carbon negativity. (Maloney et al_017) 

Response 21-1: As noted in the DSOW, one of the objectives of the Proposed Project is 
to maximize incorporation of sustainable design practices to achieve 
environmentally superior performance in the new buildings. The DEIS 
will consider reasonable alternatives that have the potential to reduce or 
eliminate the Proposed Project’s significant adverse impacts and that are 
feasible. If the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions identifies potential 
impacts or inconsistency with recently passed New York City and New 
York State climate legislation, alternatives focused on reductions on 
greenhouse gas emissions may be considered. 

Comment 21-2: As required under SEQRA, ESD has to put forth alternative proposals. 
Alternatives need to include substantial affordable housing and social 
services. Alternatives to the sale of development rights should be 
examined as well as an alternative to spread the transfer of development 
rights outside the immediate area, mitigating the potential for increasing 
overdevelopment of this area. Alternatives with decreased FAR should 
be studied, including CB4’s proposal. (Maloney et al_017) 

The proposal must be evaluated in light of a reasonable alternative in 
which the proposed real estate development would be spread out between 
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and among Penn Station and other areas that use the transit hub (New 
Jersey, Long Island). (CB5_008, Law-Gisiko_082) 

Response 21-2: As noted in the DSOW, alternatives to be analyzed in the DEIS include a 
No Action Alternative, a No Unmitigated Significant Adverse Impacts 
Alternative, and a Lower Density Alternative. Furthermore, as noted in 
response to Comment 21-7, a Residential Alternative has been added to 
the FSOW. An alternative that would disperse the proposed development 
across a larger area than the Project Area would not meet the goals and 
objectives of the Proposed Project, which include the revitalization of the 
area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density 
commercial development and the elimination of substandard and 
insanitary conditions in the Project Area. 

Comment 21-3: An alternative should examine a connection to Grand Central Terminal 
using the new East Side Access or other Amtrak projects. This alternative 
would significantly increase subway connections and the efficient 
movement of commuters. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027) 

The failure of the Proposed Scope to include a full traffic demand factors 
analysis of any true alternative to the Proposed Penn South Alternative, 
specifically building a track connection between New York Penn and 
Grand Central Terminal so that New Jersey Transit riders are taken by 
rail directly to Midtown East – this Midtown East to Fifth Avenue, never 
having to go through Penn Station at all, make it an incomplete 
environmental analysis. (Clift_050) 

Response 21-3: As discussed in the DSOW, the goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project are focused on improving the area around Penn Station, 
supporting the reconstruction and expansion of Penn Station, and 
improving subway stations and transit and pedestrian connections to Penn 
Station. An alternative involving a new rail connection from Penn Station 
to Grand Central Terminal is outside the boundaries of the Project Area 
and beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. 

Comment 21-4: The reduced density alternative should have an FAR consistent with 
FARs of adjacent special districts: Midtown East (20 FAR), Garment 
District (12 FAR), and Hudson Yards’ Subdistrict B, which includes Penn 
Station (19.5 FAR maximum). It should include at least 493,220 square 
feet of community facilities (reflecting 2 FAR provided for in the Hudson 
Yards Special District and the loss of existing community facilities 
through demolition. This alternative should be clarified with specific 
details; FARs and type and size of uses. (Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, 
Mackintosh_024) 
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Response 21-4: The maximum density permitted within the GPP would be consistent with 
the highest allowable commercial density in nearby zoning districts, such 
as the Special Hudson Yards District and the Special Midtown District. 
For example, floor area ratio (FAR) equivalents under the GPP would 
range from 16 to 33, while FARs in Hudson Yards range from 13 to 33. 
The program for the Lower Density Alternative, including proposed 
FAR, uses, and building bulk, will be described and analyzed in the DEIS. 
Please refer to the responses to Comment 1-9 and Comment 1-10 with 
respect to the provision of community facilities in the Project Area.  

Comment 21-5: The DEIS should analyze a scenario which incorporates allowable FARs 
that are more consistent with those in the immediately surrounding 
zoning districts, including a number of Special Districts; this alternative 
should also analyze the applicability of imposing building height limits. 
As noted throughout these comments, the lack of clarity on proposed 
building heights and zoning overrides is of particular concern to the 
impacted communities. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 21-5: As noted in the DSOW, the DEIS will include an analysis of a Lower 
Density Alternative. Under the GPP, the bulk of the proposed buildings 
would be limited through a cap on floor area, and like the zoning 
regulations applicable to other high-density areas of Manhattan, the GPP 
would not impose height limits. 

Comment 21-6: In light of the ongoing pandemic and its potential effects on immediate 
land use trends, we note our concerns over the scale of the proposed 
commercial office program. As noted below (Task 21, Alternatives), we 
encourage the study and incorporation of various projections for different 
uses should also trigger a review of opportunities for greater open space, 
which as originally presented, already raises serious concerns over 
adequacy of supply. (Johnson et al_088) 

Response 21-6: As discussed in the DSOW, the Proposed Project would involve the 
creation of a new public plaza on Site 2, improvements to Plaza 33, and 
sidewalk widenings. The DEIS will include an assessment of potential 
impacts to open space resources in and around the Project Area. While 
ESD recognizes the importance of open space as an urban amenity, the 
development of extensive open space in the Project Area would not 
support the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project, and would not 
be appropriate given the densely developed commercial character and 
unmatched transit access of the Project Area. Please refer to the response 
to Comment 9 regarding the scale of the proposed commercial office 
program. 
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Comment 21-7: We believe an alternative proposal should include substantial affordable 
housing. (CB5_008, Law-Gisiko_082) 

An alternative with a residential building on Site 1 (West 30th and West 
31st Streets, at Eighth Avenue) should be studied. A hotel is an 
inappropriate use on Site 1 because residential uses are adjacent to the 
site on Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street. The blocks south of the site 
are all residential, including a row of low-rise houses on the south side of 
West 30th Street and Penn South, a large residential cooperative complex, 
whose northernmost edge is West 29th Street. Height limits should be 
studied as part of this alternative; they would minimize shadows on the 
Farley Building, the low-scale housing on West 30th Street and Penn 
South. Residential development on Site 1 should be viewed as a 
transitional development tying it to the immediate surroundings to the 
south. Affordable housing, a minimum of 30% of market-rate units, is a 
must in any new residential development. Other development sites should 
also be seriously considered for residential use with affordable units. 
(Johnson et al_088, Kern_069, LeFrancois_027, Mackintosh_024) 

Response 21-7: In response to public comments, the FSOW notes that the DEIS will 
include an analysis of a Residential Alternative, in which residential uses, 
including 30 percent affordable units, would be developed on Sites 1, 4, 
and 8. 

Comment 21-8: We believe you could rebuild the original Penn Station there. 
(Turvey_048) 

RethinkNYC asks that this submission and supplementary submissions—
which will be submitted before August 20th—be considered as an 
“alternative to be studied” as set forth on page 53 of the Draft Statement 
of Work. This alternative would involve a rebuilt original Penn Station 
as a through-station, the relocation of MSG, and the enhancement and 
unification of the regional commuter lines. (Nicolescu_015) 

Response 21-8: Reconstruction of the original Penn Station is not contemplated as part of 
the Proposed Project. A reconstruction would require the relocation of 
the 2 Penn Plaza office building and MSG, and would not necessarily 
support the Proposed Project’s goal to support and accommodate future 
capacity increases at Penn Station. Please refer to the response to 
Comment 1-29 regarding through-running trains and the response to 
Comment 1-35 regarding the relocation of MSG. 

Comment 21-9: City Club recommends ARC’s Alternative G be analyzed as an 
alternative in the planning and environmental review of the Empire 
Station proposal. It is hoped that the alternative would be found to 
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provide better service at less cost. Such an alternative would also remove 
the need for condemnation to create Sites 1, 2, and 3 along the south side 
of Penn Station to accommodate its southern expansion. (CCNY_079) 

Response 21-9: Although the sites that would be occupied by a proposed expansion of 
Penn Station are included within ESD’s GPP boundaries, the siting, 
planning, property acquisition, and construction of a Penn Station 
expansion into the sites identified as Site 1 (part of Block 754), Site 2 
(Block 780), and Site 3 (part of Block 806) would be subject to separate 
actions and approvals by or for the involved public transportation 
agencies—Amtrak, MTA, and NJT. Because the Penn Station expansion 
project would be contingent on substantial federal funding, 
environmental review under NEPA would be required, including an 
identification of the locally preferred alternative and any other reasonable 
and feasible alternatives which would be developed as part of the NEPA 
process.  

Comment 21-10: While the Draft Scope does not fully define the range of alternatives to 
be considered in the DEIS, one Alternative should examine the 
consequences of removing the property located at 340 West 31st Street 
between Eighth and Ninth Avenues (Block 754, Lot 63), located 
immediately south of the Moynihan Train Hall, from the scope of the 
Empire Station Complex project to allow for current development to 
proceed at this time. (Gordon_076) 

Response 21-10: Please refer to the response to Comment 1-30 regarding the need for 
Block 754, Lot 63 for the proposed Penn Station expansion.  

MITIGATION 

Comment 22-1: Mitigation measures should be developed and coordinated with 
Community Boards 4 and 5. (Maloney et al_017) 

Response 22-1: Community Boards 4 and 5 will have the opportunity to comment on the 
mitigation measures as part of the GPP and DEIS public review process 
and may have additional opportunities through their representation on the 
CAC. 

Comment 22-2: All mitigation measures must be identified in the DEIS in order for them 
to be evaluated prior to the issuance of the FEIS. The DEIS must also 
include all agencies responsible for approving and implementing 
mitigation measures. (Goldstein_084) 

Response 22-2: As noted in the DSOW, mitigation measures will be described in the 
DEIS for those analysis areas where significant adverse impacts are 
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identified. These measures will be developed and coordinated with the 
responsible agencies, as necessary. The DEIS will present a range of 
mitigation measures for selection by the lead agency in the FEIS. In 
addition, the mitigation measures presented in the DEIS will be made 
available for public review and discussion. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

No comments received on this analytical area. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Comment 24-1: COVID-19 will change the way people travel and commute and should 
be considered in planning for the Complex. How will factors like 
telecommuting and staggered working hours be considered in the 
development of and operating procedures for the Complex? Are ridership 
projections being reevaluated? (Brashears_013) 

Response 24-1: While the Proposed Project would facilitate the development of new 
buildings on each site, these buildings have not been fully designed. 
Future developers at each site would advance the project design at each 
site in the future in accordance with the GPP and may account for changes 
to workplace and commuting behavior as a result of the COVID-19 
pandemic in the designs and operating procedures. With respect to 
ridership projections, as noted in the DSOW, although the COVID-19 
pandemic has changed short-term ridership patterns, it is expected that 
long-term trends in ridership patterns and growth will resume as the 
pandemic subsides and the economic growth of the region continues. 

Comment 24-2: Will Penn station expansion be delayed if the Hudson River and East 
River Tunnels are not repaired in a timely manner? (Brashears_013) 

Response 24-2: The proposed expansion of Penn Station is separate and independent from 
the Hudson Tunnel Project and the rehabilitation of the East River Tun-
nels and is not dependent on these projects; however, the full utilization 
of the additional track capacity of the proposed expansion would occur 
only with the Hudson Tunnel Project and certain other components of the 
Gateway project. 

Comment 24-3: We request a financial analysis of the costs to acquire the development 
sites, construct the new buildings, and complete the transit improvements. 
(NYLC_078) 

Response 24-3: Purely economic considerations, such as those related to costs, financing, 
and PILOTs, are outside the scope of the DEIS studies. 
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GENERAL SUPPORT 

(Bellone_075, Blair_005, Brereton_070, Bruno_042, Carrillo_040, Colangelo-Bryan_034, 
Falleo_045, Fernandes_071, Geiger_068, Gilligan_037, Jovic_051, Kilduff_044, Knight_032, 
LaBarbera_036, Law_002, Lapinski_052, LiUNA_004, McWilliams_043, Messick_030, 
Minieri_064, Napisa_046, PNYC_010, Salgo_065, Scissura_035, Smith_053, Smith_073, 
Wadsworth_067, Wycisk_014) 
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Purpose and Need, A-12 
SEQRA/CEQR/ULURP Process, A-8 

Yang, July 
Purpose and Need, A-11 

 



Appendix B 
Written Comments Received on the Draft Scope of Work 



 

 

 
www.cb5.org office@cb5.org 

Manhattan Community Board Five 

 

 
 
July 20, 2020 
 
 
Honorable Andrew Cuomo 
Governor 
633 3rd Avenue, 38th floor  
New York, NY 10017 
 
 
Re:  Empire Station Complex - aka Penn Station Redevelopment GPP. 

     

Dear Governor Cuomo: 

WHEREAS, The New York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a as Empire State Development 
(ESD) is the sponsor of a land use proposal to redevelop all or a portion of nine tax blocks around Penn 
Station; and  

WHEREAS, The proposed development would be located on blocks 783, 809, 808, 807, 781, 780, and 
806 located in Community Board Five (MCB5) and blocks 755 and 754 located in Community Board 
Four MCB4; and  

WHEREAS, The proposed development stated goals are:  

Goal 1: Revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density commercial 
development  

Goal 2: Support improvements to address substandard conditions in Penn Station  

Goal 3: Improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety  

Goal 4: Provide for future capacity increases at Penn Station  

Goal 5: Implement public realm improvements; and 

WHEREAS, On July 1st 2020, ESD issued a Draft Scope of Work (DSOW) delineating the scope of the 
project in order to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS); and  

WHEREAS, On July 20th, ESD will hold a scoping session, inviting testimony by stakeholders and 
members of the public; and  

WHEREAS, On July 13th, Community Board Five held a joint Transportation & Environment and Land 
Use, Housing & Zoning committee meeting to discuss the DSOW; and  

WHEREAS, Community Board Five expresses numerous concerns about the proposal and recommends 
that the final Scope of Work be altered; therefore be it   

RESOLVED, In order to enable the preparation of a relevant Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
Community Board Five recommends that the final scope of work be altered as defined in the six 
categories below: 

Vikki Barbero, Chair                                    450 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2109                  Wally Rubin, District Manager 
New York, NY  10123-2199 

212.465.0907 f-212.465.1628 
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- TRANSIT AND TRANSPORTATION  

Community Board Five notes that the General Project Plan (GPP) for the Empire Station Complex 
redevelopment excludes any transportation, transit and below grade improvements necessary to achieve 
the goal of transforming Penn Station into a dynamic and modern transit hub, rendering it impossible to 
properly assess the validity of the proposal, its ability to achieve any stated goals and to measure and 
possibly mitigate any impacts from said transportation improvements. Therefore, we are requesting a new 
comprehensive proposal be issued that includes all parts of the proposal to reach the stated goals and 
avoid a piecemeal approach that will inevitably skew an environmental assessment. Community Board 
Five reminds ESD that segmentation is contrary to the intent of State Environmental Quality Review 
(SEQR) and this project does not meet any of the acceptable reasons for segmentation. On the contrary, 
the location, purpose, impact, and utility of the project are all shared under the master plan for an 
improved Penn Station. They therefore must be evaluated under one proposal.  

- FUNDING  

Community Board Five notes that one of the stated goals of the land use proposal is to generate funding 
needed to perform the below grade upgrades and improvements to Penn Station. It is therefore critical to 
acknowledge that any change to the funding structure would radically change the scope of the proposal. 
We believe that given the prominence of the transit hub for the entire region, and the prominence of the 
region for the entire country, federal funding should more generously be allocated to our critical 
infrastructure, hence reducing the need to generate real estate wealth at our community’s expense. We 
demand that the scope be revised to reflect an increase in federal funding and a commensurate reduction 
in density.  

- MADISON SQUARE GARDEN  

Madison Square Garden (MSG) is considered by numerous urban planners, architects and land use 
experts as an obstacle in the renovation and sustainable future expansion of Penn Station. On February 15, 
2013, Community Board Five voted 36–0 against granting a renewal to MSG's operating permit in 
perpetuity and proposed a 10-year limit instead in order to build a new Penn Station where the arena is 
currently standing. Then Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer noted that "Moving the arena is an 
important first step to improving Penn Station.” In May 2013, at the invitation of the Municipal Art 
Society, four leading architecture firms – SHoP Architects, SOM, H3 Hardy Collaboration Architecture, 
and Diller Scofidio + Renfro – submitted proposals for a new Penn Station. All four architectural firms 
recommended relocating Madison Square Garden to accomplish a meaningful transit hub redevelopment. 
In June 2013, the New York City Council Committee on Land Use voted unanimously to give the Garden 
a ten-year permit, at the end of which period the owners will either have to relocate or go back through 
the permission process. On July 24, 2013, the City Council voted to give the Garden a 10-year operating 
permit by a vote of 47–1. At the time, the city Council Speaker Christine Quinn said: "This is the first 
step in finding a new home for Madison Square Garden and building a new Penn Station that is as great 
as New York and suitable for the 21st century; this is an opportunity to reimagine and redevelop Penn 
Station as a world-class transportation destination."  

The GPP does not propose to relocate Madison Square Garden and therefore is not addressing a major 
limitation to their stated goal. Unless the sports and concert arena is relocated, its structure will continue 
to impede any meaningful improvement to Penn Station. Therefore, we demand that the relocation of 
Madison Square Garden be included in this proposal (including exploring block 809 as a possible 
relocation site), and the redevelopment of block 781 be part of the scope of work. Community Board Five 
notes that the city deserves a 21st century transit hub as well as a 21st century sports and concert venue.  

- SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS, URBAN DESIGN, HISTORIC RESOURCES  
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The proposed land use action if approved would be the densest rezoning ever passed in New York City. 
Some of the proposed development sites would reach a FAR of 33. The impact would be of high 
magnitude and high importance.  

The scope should include a much more robust evaluation of the environmental impact in many different 
areas.  

SUBSTANCIAL INCREASED STUDY RADIUS  

- The study area for pedestrian flow, vehicular traffic flow, and bicycle circulation must be broadened as a 
¼ mile radius will not accurately capture the impact generated by the additional 20 million square feet of 
commercial, retail and hotel development.  

- The study area must be broadened to evaluate the cumulative impacts of the concomitant redevelopment 
of the Port Authority Bus Terminal (including its land use portion), the proposed upzoning of Macy’s 
Department Store directly to the north of the development area, as well as the impact of further influx of 
commercial office space in an already saturated office market flooded by Hudson Yards as well as East 
Midtown. The proposed development may contribute to a collapse of an already eroded retail and office 
real-estate market. It should be noted that the profound negative impact caused by Covid-19 pandemic on 
office space needs is unknown and a grave cause for concerns as many Fortune 500 companies have 
expressed the intention to sharply reduce their office footprint.  

- The study area must be broadened to assess the direct and indirect displacement of businesses and 
residents as the proposed development will profoundly impact the urban fabric of the blocks to the south 
and to the east of the development. Specifically, displacement of long-term residents, displacement of 
garment district businesses and non-for-profit organizations must be closely evaluated and every attempt 
must be made to eliminate displacement of these vital groups.  

- The threshold for evaluation of business and residential displacement must be strengthened as the stock 
of existing buildings slated for demolition no longer exists in our district and it is very unlikely that 
displaced populations and businesses would find a suitable alternative in Community Board Five or even 
in Manhattan.  

- The threshold for pedestrian traffic assessment must also be strengthened to provide for proper 
pedestrian flow. The area is currently extremely congested and the proposed sidewalk enlargement 
currently presented in the Draft Scope of Work is not adequate.  

ADDITIONAL SCOPE FOR EIS  

- The proposed development should include affordable real estate development at some of the sites and 
therefore the environmental impact to added residents must be evaluated, including open space, school 
capacity, and health care facilities capacity.  

- The threshold for open space should be strengthened to require the creation of a public park, for 
example at the location of site 3.  

- Thermal comfort analysis must be performed that includes shadow studies onto open space, including 
sidewalks, as well as on open space that would be created under this proposal.  

- Traffic and sanitation impacts must be evaluated and best practices must be developed to collect the 
extremely large amount of refuse produced by the added density, including using railway transit rather 
than trucks to transport refuse out of the area.  

- The proposal will have a tremendous detrimental impact on our historic and cultural resources. As the 
proposal calls for the demolition of 6 ½ city blocks, a large swath of urban landscape will perish. Many 
historic buildings would be demolished. Historic buildings must be evaluated, regardless of their status 
with the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission, including but not limited to St John the Baptist RC 
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Church, and Penn Station Service Building. Community Board Five will provide a list of historic 
resources under separate cover.   

- The proposed development would also have a disastrous impact on visual resources, most significantly 
on the Empire State Building that would be boxed off by the large developments along 7th Avenue. It is 
imperative that visual corridors be identified and fully protected, as New York City’s skyline is a public 
asset that should never be impeded.  

- The proposed project energy impact must be assessed in light of Local Law 97. In order to proceed, the 
proposed project must fully comply with current energy requirements and the Environmental Impact 
Statement must establish that once fully completed and occupied, the buildings as well as the transit hub 
would be energy efficient.  

- The proposed project must clearly state that the added density can only be constructed at the identified 
sites and that no transfer of air rights mechanism shall apply to any of these sites, as the impact of any 
shifted density will not be and cannot be properly assessed.  

- REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES  

The proposal must be evaluated in light of other reasonable alternative developments that would achieve 
similar goals.  

An alternate proposal that includes substantial affordable housing must be evaluated.  

A reasonable alternative in which the proposed real estate development would be spread out between and 
among Penn Station and other areas that use the transit hub (New Jersey, Long Island).  

- PUBLIC BENEFITS  

Community Board Five will bear the brunt of the negative impacts generated by this project, including 
added pedestrian flow in an already highly congested area, incremental shadows, significant direct and 
indirect displacement, and the loss of historic fabric. We demand that the proposed development include 
plans for a portion of it to serve our district’s needs. Such public benefit could be in the form of a cultural 
institution (museum), a substantial open space (public parkland), a health facility (hospital), or an 
educational facility (school). Such public benefit should be included in the Final Scope of Work so as to 
guarantee its viability. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Vikki Barbero    Layla Law-Gisiko    
Chair     Chair, Land Use, Housing and Zoning Committee   
 
 
Cc:   

Eric Gertler, President and CEO, Empire State Development 
Mayor Bill de Blasio 
Speaker Corey Johnson 
Hon. Brad Hoylman 
Hon. Robert Jackson 
Hon. Liz Krueger   
Hon. Richard Gottfried 
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 Hon. Carlina Rivera 
Hon. Keith Powers  
Hon. Gale A. Brewer, Manhattan Borough President 
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July 30, 2020 
 
Howard Zemsky  
President and Chief Executive Officer  
Empire State Development 
625 Broadway 
Albany, NY 12207  
 
Holly Leicht  
Executive Vice President,  
Real Estate Development and Planning  
Empire State Development  
633 Third Avenue 
New York, NY 10017 
 
  Re:  Empire Station Complex Project Draft Scope of Work  
 
Dear Mr. Zemsky and Ms. Leicht: 
 
Manhattan Community Board 4 (MCB4) by a vote of 47 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstaining and 0 present 
but not eligible to vote, voted to expresses its serious concerns and frustration with the Empire Station 
Complex (ESC) Project Draft Scope of Work. We are pleased that Empire State Development 
is undertaking the much-needed expansion and upgrading of Penn Station but in the absence of a rail 
masterplan in the Scope’s description, we question the soundness of the undertaking, especially its 
proposed density and how its impacts would be evaluated. 
  
The Chelsea Land Use and Transportation Planning committees of MCB4 held a joint meeting on July 15, 
2020 to review and comment on ESC. There were 66 attendees at the meeting.  Issues and 
recommendations were discussed at that meeting. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Penn Station is a major transportation hub serving 650,000 travelers daily. It connects the Long Island 
Rail Road, Metro North Railroad, PATH, New Jersey Transit, Amtrak, and NYC subways; however, it 
has become seriously deteriorated and has insufficient capacity to accommodate today’s and future riders’ 
needs. To address this problem, Governor Cuomo has initiated the Empire Station Complex Project, a 
comprehensive redevelopment proposal, to create a world-class intercity transportation hub designed to: 

 
Lowell D. Kern 
Chair 
 
Jesse R. Bodine 
District Manager 
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• Expand Penn Station with an integrated below-grade expansion of tracks and platforms south of 
existing Penn Station; increasing capacity by 40% (an additional 260,000 daily travelers); 

• Generate revenue from the project’s new development that would fund improvements and expand 
Penn Station; 

• Create a modernized commercial district; 
• Improve area subway stations and transit connections with Penn Station; and, 
• Implement public realm improvements including widening sidewalks, a new open space plaza 

and improved pedestrian safety. 
 
The New York State Urban Development Corporation, also known as the Empire State Development 
(ESD) is coordinating the project’s implementation through a General Project Plan (GPP), which 
supersedes the City’s Uniform Land Use Review Process.  
 
The proposed Project Area runs from Sixth Avenue to Ninth Avenue, West 34th Street to West 30th Street. 
It includes the Farley Office Building, the Moynihan Train Hall and Madison Square Garden (MSG); no 
changes are proposed for these buildings. A Secondary Study Area (1/4 mile perimeter) runs from 
approximately mid-block between Tenth and Eleventh Avenues, Fifth and Park Avenues, north to West 
39th Street, south to West 25th Street. 
 
Eight development sites surrounding Penn Station with commercial uses (office, hotel and retail uses) are 
proposed. If all the sites are fully realized as proposed, 20 million square feet of new construction would 
result, which is 9,000,000 square feet more than is permitted as-of-right under the current zoning. The 
project includes two hotels with over 1,000 rooms, and 400 parking spaces. All the existing buildings on 
the eight development sites would be demolished.  
 
Eighth Avenue is the boundary between Manhattan Community District 5 (MCD5) and MCD4. Most of 
the project is in MCD5.  MCD4 includes one development site (Site 1), the Farley Office Building, and 
the Moynihan Train Hall.  
 
OVERALL CONCERNS 
 
We find that the project follows an outdated development model for a project with a projected completion 
of 2035. The community reacted negatively to the statement “The Proposed Project would address 
substandard and insanitary conditions in the Project Area” in the introduction. This Robert Moses-like 
approach, with extensive displacement and car-centric transportation planning occurs throughout the 
proposal and should be replaced with a more pedestrian- and urban planning-centric narrative. The study 
should focus on how best to bring a world class transit center to the area that greatly improves the 
mobility, access, and daily life for those who work and live in the area, as well as travelers and 
commuters. 
 

• Scope Parameters 
The parameters of this scope do not adequately meet the SEQRA standards for a scope of analysis 
for a DEIS.  This draft scope ignores the elimination of community facilities, the impact on local 
residential areas, and includes a primary study area that does not truly reflect the impact of such a 
large-scale development proposal.  The study area needs to be expanded to evaluate the far-
reaching effects of a massive density (40% increase) as well as commuter (40%) increases in an 
already dense environment. The Primary Study area should be the ¼ mile radius as proposed for 
the Secondary Area; the Secondary Area should be a ½ mile radius and should also take into 
consideration the cumulative effects of the Hudson Yards rezoning and Port Authority Bus 
Terminal Replacement Project. The primary “With Action” Scope should include these major 
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neglected components, and any additional “alternatives” analysis should not only include these 
factors, but any other factors raised by the community.  

 
• Minority and Women-owned Business Enterprises 

There is no effort expressed to include Minority and Women-owned Business Enterprises 
(WMBE's) as developers, in construction, as retail operators, or in other project-related 
capacities beyond the mandated requirements. Towards this end, the proposal review process 
should assure the participation of many qualified developers, instead of skewing the project 
towards one or two mega-developers. 

 

• Underlying assumptions  
The baseline assumptions should be evaluated, and alternatives should be included in the Scope 
including:   

o The relocation of Madison Square Garden 
o Paired or Non‐paired “Through-Running1” options running LIRR and NJ Transit trains 

through Penn Station to new termini at Secaucus and Sunnyside, which might eliminate 
the need for southern expansion 

 
• Public Transportation and Public Realm Improvements 

The Scope should include a focus on how best to improve the pedestrian experience as it relates 
to the need to safely and efficiently move millions of people through the area.  Analyses need to 
be made from a pedestrian/commuter and micro-mobility point of view rather than an overly car-
centric perspective, The study area is the City’s busiest mass transit hub with great accessibility to 
public transportation systems; it includes a high density of commuters, visitors and residents. 
Local trends include increased usage bicycles and other non-automobile modes of transportation. 
Because the proposed project would significantly increase the number of people in the area, it is 
of critical importance that maximum road capacity and safety to facilitate pedestrian access be the 
priority, with accommodating micro mobility a close second. Displaced bus facilities must be 
replaced on site.   

 
• Floor Area Ratio 

The FAR proposed in this action should be consistent with special districts in the project area 
already approved by City Planning, unless the capital needed to develop transit improvements 
justifies a higher FAR.  Hudson Yards’ Subdistrict B, which includes Penn Station, is zoned at 10 
FAR with a bonus of 9.5 with a maximum of 19.5. It includes two FAR for community facilities 
which will be critical to replace the loss of existing community facilities through demolition. 
 

• Affordable Residential Components  
Residential development with affordable housing must be included in the project. Site 1 should be 
a residential site (with no hotel) that offers contextual development with residential blocks to the 
south, especially Penn South,2 and addresses community needs. Other sites should be considered 
as well.  The project should avoid piling on an excess of office space in this area, caused by past 

 
1 Through-running option would allow NJ transit trains to continue east into Queens where they can be stored in existing Sunnyside Yards, 
instead of dead heading in Penn Station which requires twice as many tracks and platforms to serve the same number of commuters. 
http://www.rethinknyc.org/run-overview 
 
2 Penn South refers to the longstanding residential cooperative bordered by Eight Avenue, W 23rd Street, Ninth Avenue and W 29th Street which 
contains ten 22-story buildings with over 2,800 apartments.  “Penn South” does not refer to the southern expansion of the Amtrak tracks. 
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rezoning actions. In addition, widely held opinion predicts that post-COVID work practices will 
depress demand for Class A office space. 
 

• Homelessness  
The homeless situation will not go away, no matter how modern or efficient the station. 
Supportive housing development and investment in transition space and programs to 
meaningfully address homelessness are crucial to the station and our neighborhoods. 
Displacement of this population, as well as existing affordable units and small businesses, must 
be studied and on-site mitigation proposed.   
 

• Funding 
A financial analysis should show the funding needed for the Penn Station expansion and public 
realm improvements. Another analysis should show the net revenue expected as well as the 
market value of each development site. 
  
Alternative funding plan should be examined such as government bonds, private equity, or 
creative partnerships.  Funding for the expansion of tunnels and other operational facilities are 
being provided through other sources.  A study should be conducted to see if these other sources 
could fund the expansion of the platforms and station. 
   
A contingency plan is needed if the economy no longer supports major office development. 
Analysis of overall revenues should consider future pricing of transfer rights and index them on 
real estate values annually.  

 
 
SPECIFIC TASKS TO BE REVISED 
 
Task 3:  Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy  
Much of the proposed Project Area is composed of building lots with commercial and office buildings. 
Several sites are residential with ground floor commercial uses. There are also three parking facilities, a 
small number of industrial/manufacturing uses, and two public facilities/institutions. 
 
Most of the Project Area is located in the Hudson Yards Special District which has special use, bulk and 
urban design controls. The area south of West 31st Street is governed by several other zoning districts. 
Overrides to existing zoning or local laws are proposed but not described in the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement scope. There would be no height limits for the new development. The project’s 
proposed FAR is 33, a substantial increase from the existing FAR of 19.5 
 
The Project Area is in two Subdistricts of the Special Hudson Yards District: 

• Farley Corridor Subdistrict B 
o Farley Post Office Subarea B3 
o Pennsylvania Station Subarea B4 

• 34th Street Corridor Subdistrict C. 
 
The Scope should include: 

• A description of proposed overrides, contrasted to the existing zoning. 
• The number of stories for approximate building heights shown in Fig. 3 (Illustrative Building 

Massing) in number of stories so the average reader can understand potential building heights. 
• A description of the existing zoning with a zoning map, which includes the Special Hudson Yards 

District. 
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The proposed Scope must study the modifications needed for subdistricts B3 and B4 of the Special 
Hudson Yards District maps and text. Existing text that is consistent with the intent and specific 
provisions of the proposed GPP should be retained but text and maps need to be modified or removed. 
Further, the GPP would eliminate the need for bonuses and zoning transfers in Subarea B3. As a result, 
mandatory improvements as stated in the existing text would not be implemented through the Zoning 
Resolution. ESD has also stated unused floor area rights in Farley Post Office Subarea B3 would be 
extinguished. The GPP would take precedence over the existing zoning text. ESD will need to work with 
the New York City Department of City Planning to develop the text revisions to the Special Hudson 
Yards District (ZR sections 93-22, 93-30, 93.74).  These changes need to be made in a companion and 
concurrent ULURP action by the Department of City Planning to bring clarity and remove ambiguity 
from the City’s zoning text. 
  
The Scope should describe the need for an agreement from the Hudson Yards Development Corporation 
(HYDC) and the Hudson Yards Infrastructure Corporation (HYIC) regarding the proposed GPP.  HYIC 
bonds for infrastructure improvements in the Hudson Yards development area are based on both projected 
real estate tax revenue and contributions to the District Improvement Fund through zoning bonuses.  
Because those zoning bonuses would be extinguished through the proposed GPP, the changes need to be 
studied for any impact on the bond’s revenue streams; and, on the City of New York’s budget as a 
backstop for the bondholders. 
 
Task 4:  Socioeconomic Conditions 
The proposed goal of the new development area is to revitalize the area for commercial development.  
The “area” should be defined as within 1/4 mile of Penn Station; which would include longstanding 
residential blocks and local businesses. The plan should include improvements to local residential areas 
and support of local businesses. The Scope should study the impact of a major transit-oriented initiative 
on the residential neighbors directly south of the proposed project study area.  The scope should include 
affordable housing (at least 30% of market rate housing) and should include impacts on the homeless 
population. 
 

Direct Residential Displacement 

201 residents in 125 units are to be displaced: a study must identify how many of these units are 
rent stabilized or under other affordable housing programs.  The Alternative proposed for Site 4 
includes 630 residential units.   The Scope should include these 630 units in all analyses.  
  
Indirect Resident Displacement 

A study should be conducted to understand possible displacement of local residents due to 
increased rents as a result of nearby Class A Office space.  The assumption is that currently there 
is no indirect displacement of more than 200 residents, yet well over 200 people live within a ¼ 
mile radius of the Project Area.  The assumption of less than 200 displaced residents is incorrect, 
and therefore this study must be conducted. 
 

Direct Business Displacement  

The Scope should include analysis of project’s impacts on the Garment Center Special District. 
The total amount of retail created in the complex, including inside both stations, the Moynihan 
Train Station, and all new buildings to evaluate the impact on the existing retail in the Secondary 
Area (West 38th and West 39th Streets, west of Eighth Avenue). 
 
Indirect Business Displacement Analysis 

The current Scope assumes no indirect business displacement stating that new retail will be 
geared towards the new commercial tenants and thus not displace local businesses.  This 



 

6 

assumption is based on old formulas for retail consumption.  Retail space is transitioning with an 
unknown future for retail usage.  A study should be conducted using more current guidelines with 
better forecasting for retail consumption for 2020 and 16 years beyond to better understand the 
impact on local businesses within a ¼ mile radius of the proposed Project Area. 

 
Task 5:  Community Facilities 
With a proposed reduction in community facility square footage of over 190,000 square feet from the “No 
Action” to the “With Action” condition, a finding that there is no trigger for a community facility analysis 
is not acceptable. A study of the need for community facilities in an expanded Secondary Study area 
should be conducted. We already know that there is a deficit of school seats, childcare facilities, and 
medical facilities in CD4.  A recent in-depth study of CD4’s medical facilities concluded that the district 
has a significant need for an urgent care medical facility. 
  
A study needs to be conducted to determine what public amenities will be needed to support the proposed 
transit-oriented development which will result in hundreds of thousands of people coming into the Project 
Area who may need educational opportunities, passive recreational spaces, open spaces, and medical 
services. Creative uses should be explored, such as a museum on Penn Station history, meeting spaces for 
community organizations, and spaces for events and town hall meetings. 
 
Because so many homeless people live and congregate in or near Penn Station, special services for this 
population should be considered, including space for social services and the associated work populations. 
 
A very heavily used drop-in center, the Antonio Olivier Drop-in Center at 257 West 30th Street, is located 
on Site 2, a block proposed for demolition to make way for new development. The disruption of this 
important community facility is of great concern to the community. The draft scope states: “Assessment 
of impact […] measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts” (page 28). The scope should provide a more 
definite commitment for a temporary location (during construction) and a permanent, vastly improved 
facility at a new location. 
 
Task 6:  Open Space 
The project proposes a plaza on Site 2 between two colossal office buildings, in the middle of the block 
connecting West 30th and West 31st Streets. Plaza 33, a portion of West 33rd Street at Seventh Avenue, is 
to be improved. More opportunities for public open space should be studied. 
  
The community is not convinced that this small amount of open space is sufficient for workers in the 
proposed high-density commercial buildings, for the thousands of people passing through this area, for 
the shoppers coming to the new ground floor retail, for new residents, and for the nearby neighborhood. 
The front steps of the Farley Post Office, which have long been identified as “open space” in this 
community, are inadequate and do little to mitigate the existing and proposed development. 
 
The draft scope states that criteria for analysis of residential needs is 50 residents. Since the Alternative 
for Site 4 includes 630 new units (or increase of 505 units), the open space analysis should be conducted 
for residential needs.  
 
The scope should include tree planting and public art installations in as many locations as possible. Trees 
are essential for improving air quality, providing shade, and bringing a more pedestrian scale to the 
streetscape. 
 
Task 7: Shadows 
In-depth shadow analyses need to be conducted on impacts on low-scale residential buildings on West 
30th Street, and the residential blocks south of West 30th Street.  
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Task 8:  Historic and Cultural Resources 
Given that the initiation of New York City’s Landmark Preservation Commission was driven by the 
demolition of the previous Penn Station, there is a highly sensitive concern for protecting the remnants of 
the splendor of historic buildings in this area.  The Scope should analyze adaptive reuse of historic 
structures within the proposed Project Area rather than complete demolition. 
   
The proposal calls for the razing of existing hotels to build new hotels, hotels that once had passageways 
below Seventh Avenue connecting to Penn Station.  The vast former Gimbels Store already has high 
ceilings and wide column spacing, which the proposal describes as a benefit of new construction.  
Adaptive re-use of these buildings deserves consideration and analysis.   
 
In addition to the existing list of significant historic resources within the proposed Project Area3, it is 
recommended that the Scope add: 

• The Stewart Hotel, 371 Seventh Ave 
• The former Gimbels Department Store, now the Manhattan Mall (all of Site 8) 
• The "Gimbels Bridge," the 1925 three -story sky bridge over West 32nd Street.     

 
Task 9:  Urban Design and Visual Resources 
As a Visual Resource guideline, possible disruption of sight lines to iconic buildings should be studied.   
“View Corridors” and “icons in the skyline” include historic sites within the proposed Project Area which 
need further analysis: notably the Hotel Pennsylvania colonnade, the “Gimbels Bridge" sky bridge over 
West 32nd Street, and the Stewart Hotel second-floor arched windows. 
 
This study should include pedestrian views from street level from within the Project Area, as well as from 
the Hudson River Park and the High Line Park as pedestrians look east at the existing skyline. 
 
Task 11:  Water and Sewer Infrastructure 
The Scope should analyze a separation of removal of storm water and sewage.  Storm water could be 
directed into the nearest water way (the Hudson River), while sewage could be directed to nearby 
treatment facilities, thus reducing the overall usage of current facilities.  This separation would also 
reduce untreated sewage outflows into the Hudson River during major storm events. This is also an 
opportunity to address the City's ongoing combined sewer overflow woes by planning for incremental 
separation of sewers for storm water runoff and sewage from buildings. 
 
The Scope should study ways to reuse “gray” water.  New buildings should minimize the use of potable 
water for services (e.g.: air-conditioning and heating equipment) with new designs for storage and use of 
potable water and using non-potable water to service the buildings. 
 
Task 12:  Solid Waste and Sanitation Services 
A comprehensive Sanitation Plan, including trash storage, separation, and collection for the entire area 
should be analyzed.  The Scope should include consideration of a centralized location for waste removal, 
and consideration of elimination of any on-street collection sites by insisting all building services be 
inside any new buildings. 
 
Existing examples utilizing underground pneumatic tubes combined with garbage removal systems in 
each new building should be examined.  Pneumatic tubes can manage waste separated at the entry points 
to the system so linking new and existing buildings in the area would promote recycling and organics 

 
3 N.B.: listed addresses in the proposal are incorrect, switching 30th and 31st Streets: should be 247 West 30th and 259-261 West 30th--not West 
31st. 
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separation efficiently, remove garbage, reduce garbage truck trips, and reduce the overall cost of garbage 
removal.    
 
Task 13:  Energy 
The Scope should include the feasibility of a zero imprint Project Area utilizing renewable energy sources 
generated in proposed buildings.  The goals of all energy studies should be to limit energy use as much as 
possible, particularly the use of fossil fuels. The Scope should include alternatives that prioritize carbon 
neutrality and carbon negativity. 
 
A study should analyze co-generators in each building, or more centrally located co-generators serving 
multiple buildings.  Design considerations should capture the overall energy needs of the entire district. 
Energy generation on each building site should include consideration for solar, wind, geothermal as well 
as the most efficient energy using devices and designs within each structure. 
 
Task 14:  Transportation 
Travel Demand Factors and Methodology 

• The study should compensate for the deficiencies of the City Environmental Quality Review 
(CEQR) manual: the formulas for vehicles were designed in the 1970’s and it is well documented 
(refer to any reports?) that they overstate vehicular demand for New York. The CEQR manual 
does not properly consider travel demand for cyclists, for-hire vehicle (FHV) users and for 
delivery /contractor trips which have proven very relevant in recent years. 

• The study should assume that the Contra lane on Ninth Avenue is removed.  
• The study should take into consideration where deliveries and garbage pick-up will take place on 

block 755 (Farley and Moynihan) and on development sites. 
• The study should take into account the impact of daily Madison Square Garden events which 

bring large tractor trailers (often illegal 53’ trucks) to the area, as well as large TV trailers at peak 
hours directly affecting pedestrian flows and safe movement of people and goods.   

• Transportation studies should account for congestion pricing, which was approved in the 2019 
New York State budget with implementation planned to occur long before the project 
commencement.  Congestion pricing impacts should include changes to all transportation modes, 
not just automobile traffic load. 

 
Traffic  

• Study the creation of shared streets on 31st Street from Seventh to Ninth Avenues in addition to 
West 33rd Street.  

• Study the creation of busways (similar to 14th Street – trucks and local drop-off, no through 
private traffic) on Eighth Avenue and Ninth Avenue from West 30th to West 42nd Streets, and on 
West 34th Street. 

• Bicycle demand: Ninth Avenue bicycle lane, which is very popular, needs to be completed as a 
protected lane between 33rd and 30th Streets along Moynihan Station.  

• Study should include the intersections of West 35th Street at Eighth and Ninth Avenues; West 37th 
Street at Ninth Avenue; West 39th Street at Eighth and Ninth Avenues; and the three other 
entrances to the Lincoln Tunnel that will be affected by the creation of a shared street on West 
33rd Street, which is currently an entrance to the tunnel. 

• Study should include the intersections of West 28th Street with Eighth and Ninth Avenues, which 
cross a very residential complex that will be impacted if West 30th Street is a major entrance to 
the station.  

• Study different scenarios for dedicated FHVs loading and unloading locations and their impact on 
traffic. Today, Eighth Avenue is very congested by the taxi traffic and 33rd Street would be a 
perfect alternative. 
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• Increasing traffic by 40% on the avenue is unthinkable.  
• Bus and FHV traffic demand generated by hotels should be included. 

 
The impacts of the displacement of the outdoor bus terminal on Site 1 should be studied. A portion of the 
site is an open-air parking lot used by a long-distance bus company. There are no locations available for 
curb-side relocation in the secondary study area. What alternate facility will be provided to the long-
distance bus station? Where will it be located? Is the Javits Marshaling Yard an option?  
 
Rail and Transit  

• Study the impact of implementing “through-running” trains on the project. 
• Study the impact of the East Side Access on the overall track and platform capacity for the 

project.  
• Account for the impact of the East Side Access project’s scheduled completion date of December 

2022 on overall capacity demand. 
• Cumulative effects of the new Port Authority Bus Terminal ridership (+40%) and the enlarged 

Penn Station ridership (+40%) should be studied, especially on the MTA “E” line, which is 
operating at maximum capacity.  

• Evaluate the upgrading of the West 35th station at Eighth Avenue: what portion of commuters will 
use the Moynihan passageway/mall in block 755, versus West 35th Street station to reach Hudson 
Yards?  

• Evaluate the re-opening of the Gimbels Passageway between Sixth and Seventh Avenues under 
West 33rd Street.  

• An investigation into ADA Compliance with all transit connections must be undertaken such that 
elevators, escalators, and other means of access are included in the plan; notably any access to 
public transportation systems and platforms. Stringent service level agreements between 
developers and MTA will be required to keep these facilities in good working order.  

 
Pedestrians 

We understand that the increase in pedestrians generated both by the new buildings (approx. 36,000) and 
the station expansion (260,000) will be studied. As discussed earlier the study areas should be expanded. 
 

The project proposes to widen the sidewalks by five feet on the property adjoining the City-owned 
mapped streets on Eighth Avenue between West 30th and West 31st Streets, and on West 30th and 31st 
Streets. This proposal is inadequate to meet the current use and demand.  It should be revised to consider 
a vastly wider sidewalk expansion in contemplation of the study.  
 
We request that the following studies be performed based on the assumption that trees will be planted per 
the zoning requirement and will occupy four feet of sidewalk, thus reducing the capacity of the sidewalks. 
In addition, anti-terrorist bollards take significant space that should be deducted wherever they will be 
installed for the purpose of calculating sidewalk capacity. Alternatively, ESD must prescribe that all 
security antiterrorism protections be incorporated in buildings.  
 

• The cumulative effects of the new Bus terminal (+40%) and the enlarged Penn Station (+40%) 
should be studied on Eighth and Ninth Avenue sidewalks, corners and crossings, all the way up to 
West 42nd Street, especially considering these sidewalks are currently over capacity.  

• Study corners, crosswalks and sidewalk elements on Ninth Avenue from West 30th to 38th Streets 
in the secondary study area. What portion of pedestrians and commuters will use the streets and 
sidewalks to travel from Eighth to Ninth Avenue, and Ninth Avenue to access office towers from 
the Port Authority? 
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• Evaluate the creation of “walk lanes” in the roadway on Eighth and Ninth Avenues up to West 
38th Street, and on West 31st Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. 

• Evaluate the creation of a shared street4 on West 31st Street. 
• Study the installation of drinking fountains and public toilets. 
• Study the number of commuters who will use the Mall in block 755 to go west to Hudson Yards. 
• Study how the pedestrian area, including the secondary study area, will be made ADA-compliant: 

accessible signals, ramps and tactile guide for blind users of shared streets. 
• Study wind impacts around each new building: existing local wind patterns in this area due to 

building mass and placement significantly affects pedestrians, especially at the intersection at 
West 34th Street and Eighth Avenue, and the effects should be fully mitigated. 

• Study the opportunity to share sanitation and deliveries infrastructure in order to minimize the 
number of curb cuts.  

 
Vehicular and Pedestrian Safety  

• Evaluate the elimination of private vehicles from West 30th Street to West 34th Street, Tenth to 
Eighth Avenues. 

• Evaluate the intersections of West 31st and West 34th Streets and Eighth Avenue, which have a 
high number of crashes.5  

• Evaluate opportunity to create mid-block crossings on all the avenue/street blocks surrounding 
the station and at a minimum on West 30th and West 31st between Eighth and Ninth Avenues. 

• Evaluate opportunity to create a mid-block raised pedestrian crossing on Ninth Avenue in front of 
the Mall (block 755) entrance (W33rd/W31st).  

• Evaluate the possibility of a pedestrian connection at grade and elevated from Moynihan Station 
to Hudson Yards through Midtown West. 

  
Parking  

The proposed 400 spaces of traditional parking should be eliminated and replaced with a parking 
application that is relevant to a transit center. Significant space should be provided for new forms of 
transit and other activities, including bicycle parking and bike share stations, trash storage, hotel linen 
storage and contractor-specific parking and deliveries.  Analysis should include the huge trucks that load 
and unload and double park all around Madison Square Garden. 
 

• Study the demand for micro-mobility parking and charging stations based on 40% more 
commuters, and identify best locations for bicycle and bike parking as well as bike share stations. 
These functions should be located in the parking lanes or inside the buildings so that they do not 
interfere with commuter/pedestrian flow.  

• Because of the high demand for bike share here and at the bus terminal, study the creation of a 
major storage and repair facility.  

• Study locations for trash storage, hotel linen storage as well as loading docks to facilitate 
contractors’ visits and office deliveries to increase sidewalk capacity and reduce conflicts with 
pedestrians. 

• Study should focus on shared facilities to minimize curb cuts that disrupt the pedestrian flow.  
• Study incorporating electric charging stations with parking plan. 

  
 
 

 
4 On a shared street, pedestrians have priority and can use the whole street. Vehicular speed is limited to 5 mph and access is limited to local 
deliveries only.  
5 NYC Open Data – NYPD Collision Reporting 
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Task 20:  Construction 
The Scope should include a study of the impact on noise from construction on Penn South and West 30th 
Street residents and include mitigation measures. 
 
The Scope should include a study of the economic benefits during construction, which includes the 
benefits of hiring local employees and at a living wage with benefits; and utilizing minority and women 
owned businesses.  
 
The scope should include the study of the impact of the relocation of the long-distance bus terminal 
located on the parking lot at the south west corner of W 31st Street and Eighth Avenue.  
 
ALTERNATIVES TO BE STUDIED 
 
The draft Scope mentions a Reduced Density Alternative; this should be clarified with specific details: 
FARs, type and size of uses, etc. 
 
Concern about the magnitude of the proposed density, the complete demolition of existing buildings, the 
viability of a huge amount of new office space, and the impacts on the nearby neighborhood has triggered 
community recommendations for a number of Alternatives. 
 

1. An Alternative with decreased FAR should be studied. This alternative should have an FAR 
consistent with FARs of adjacent special districts: Midtown East (20 FAR), Garment District (12 
FAR), and Hudson Yards’ Subdistrict B, which includes Penn Station (19.5 FAR maximum). It 
should include at least 493,220 square feet of community facilities (reflecting two FAR provided 
for in the Hudson Yards Special District and the loss of existing community facilities through 
demolition). 

 

2. An Alternative with the relocation of Madison Square Garden (MSG) should be studied. A 
number of creative proposals, including the critically acclaimed adaptive reuse proposal by 
Vishaan Chakrabarti, have highlighted the advantages to freeing up the space above Penn Station: 
increased track capacity, additional access, more public space, light and air, and other 
improvements would greatly improve Penn Station and bring it in line with a 21st Century train 
station.6 The Special Permit for MSG expires in 2023.   

 
3. An Alternative with a residential building on Site 1 (West 30th and West 31st Streets, at Eighth 

Ave.) should be studied. A hotel is an inappropriate use on Site 1 because residential uses are 
adjacent to the site on Eighth Avenue and West 31st Street. The blocks south of the site are all 
residential, including a row of low-rise houses on the south side of West 30th Street and Penn 
South, a large residential cooperative complex, whose northern-most edge is West 29th Street. 
Height limits should be studied as part of this Alternative; they would minimize shadows on the 
Farley Building, the low-scale housing on West 30th Street and Penn South.  Residential 
development on Site 1 should be viewed as a transitional development tying it to the immediate 
surrounding to the south. Affordable housing, a minimum of 30% of market rate units, is a must 
in any new residential development. Other development sites should also be seriously considered 
for residential use with affordable units.  

 

 
6 Practice for Urbanism and Architecture: https://pau.studio/what/penn-palimpsest/; New York Times Penn Station Reborn, 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/09/30/opinion/penn-station-reborn.html 
 

https://pau.studio/what/penn-palimpsest/
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/09/30/opinion/penn-station-reborn.html
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4. An Alternative should examine a connection to Grand Central Station using the new East Side 
access or other Amtrak projects. This Alternative would significantly increase subway 
connections and the efficient movement of commuters. 

 
5. An Alternative implementing non-paired through-running service of Long Island Rail Road lines 

to Secaucus and New Jersey Transit lines to Sunnyside should be studied for viability. This 
approach could obviate the need for the proposed disruptive expansion. 

  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Manhattan Community Board 4 welcomes a revived and greatly improved Penn Station and believes we 
can achieve that in the timeframe laid out. However, this is a significant planning opportunity that cannot 
go to waste nor be tied to the planning ideals of the 20th Century.  
 
This project is not just an economic development effort for the immediate area, but will serve as a catalyst 
for the entire region and can be a truly multi-modal transit center.  
 
As a community, our priorities have always been to best understand the needs of our district and propose 
plans accordingly. The scope and study for the Empire Station Project must be wrought from those ideals, 
including creation of affordable housing, reprioritizing our streets for people rather than just for cars, 
promoting safety and efficiency for the pedestrian experience, creating contextual development that will 
accommodate needs of today and tomorrow, and doing so in a way that improves the quality of life – for 
our environment, economy, and health – for all who will visit, work, and live in the area. 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments and we look forward to reviewing the updated 
Scope and helping to bring the Empire Station Complex to fruition.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

 
Lowell D. Kern     Jeffrey LeFrancois 
Chair      First Vice Chair, Co-chair WPE 
Manhattan Community Board 4   Manhattan Community Board 4 
 
 
  
 
 
Paul Devlin     Betty Mackintosh 
Co-chair, Chelsea Land Use Committee  Co-chair, Chelsea Land Use Committee 
 
 

 
Christine Berthet    Dale Corvino 
Co-chair, Transportation Planning Committee Co-chair, Transportation Planning Committee 
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Cc: Hon. Jerry Nadler, U.S. Congress 
Hon. Carolyn Maloney, U.S. Congress 
Hon. Brad Hoylman, NYS Senate 
Hon. Robert Jackson, NYS Senate 
Hon. Dick Gottfried, NYS Assembly 
Hon. Andrew Cuomo, Governor, NYS 
Hon. Bill de Blasio, Mayor, NYC 
Hon. Gale Brewer, Manhattan Borough President 
Hon. Corey Johnson, Speaker, NYC Council 
Marisa Lago, Chair, City Planning Commission 
Kim Rodney, Manhattan Community Board 5 
34th Street Partnership 
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Manhattan Community Board Five 

 

 

 

July 20, 2020 

 

Testimony Empire Station Complex – CB5  

 

Good afternoon,  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.  

 

My name is Layla Law-Gisiko, I am the chair of the Land Use, Housing and Zoning committee 

of Manhattan Community Board Five.  

 

The proposed land use action introduced by the Empire State Development would become the 

densest development in New York City and would cause the most massive demolition of urban 

fabric in the history of CB5. 

 

The land use project is only a small portion of a larger masterplan to upgrade Penn Station. 

While we believe Penn Station urgently needs a full modernization, the masterplan should not be 

segmented.  The current proposal does not address the vital parts of the plan, such as train transit, 

train hub upgrades, track increase, overall capacity increase. Segmentation is contrary to good 

land use review practices. We urge ESD to update the scope of work to include the full 

masterplan. This proposal can only be evaluated holistically.  

 

CB5 requests that the scope of work be altered to include the relocation of Madison Square 

Garden. Madison Square Garden sits atop the train station and impedes any future redevelopment 

and any further growth. There is consensus from all experts that MSG relocation is a condition to 

Vikki Barbero, Chair                                    450 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2109                  Wally Rubin, District Manager 
New York, NY  10123-2199 

212.465.0907 f-212.465.1628 
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Penn Station’s viability. This project is the perfect opportunity. Madison Square Garden must be 

moved.  

Penn Station is the largest train hub in the country. Its role is vital to the region and therefore to 

the whole country. The station is owned by Amtrak, a federal entity. Penn Station should receive 

priority federal funding to perform this long overdue modernization. We demand that the scope 

be revised to reflect a substantial increase in federal funding and a commensurate reduction in 

density.    

 

The proposal would require demolition of large swaths of urban fabric. This proposal should 

evaluate the stock of historic buildings, regardless of their status with LPC, and should alter its 

footprint to incorporate and preserve our historic fabric. We used to have a glorious Penn 

Station. We are in this mess because it was carelessly demolished. Let’s not repeat mistakes of 

the past. The scope of work must include evaluation and retention of our historic buildings.  

The proposal would also endanger our visual resources. Of particular concern is the Empire State 

Building. It is unacceptable to consider a development that would box off the city’s crown jewel. 

View corridors must be protected.   

 

Any project of that magnitude must be presented in conjunction with reasonable alternatives. We 

believe an alternative proposal should include substantial affordable housing. Another alternative 

should explore developing increased density at sites served by rail lines using Penn Station in 

New Jersey and on Long Island, to spread the burden of impact.  

 

Finally, the proposal should include the development of a community facility, whether a school, 

a healthcare facility or a museum. Such facility should be included in the scope of work.  

 

While we wanted to emphasize these points, Community Board Five passed a resolution that 

further details our concerns, These concerns include pedestrian safety, direct and indirect 

residential and business displacement, energy efficiency, the need for a broader study area, the 

need for cumulative evaluation of impact with Macy’s upzoning, and the development of Port 

Authority Bus Terminal,. We will submit these detailed concerns in writing.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment today.  
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July 20, 2020 
 
 
Honorable Andrew Cuomo 
Governor 
633 3rd Avenue, 38th floor  
New York, NY 10017 
 
 
Re:  Empire Station Complex - aka Penn Station Redevelopment GPP. 

     
Dear Governor Cuomo: 
WHEREAS, The New York State Urban Development Corporation d/b/a as Empire State 
Development (ESD) is the sponsor of a land use proposal to redevelop all or a portion of nine tax 
blocks around Penn Station; and  
WHEREAS, The proposed development would be located on blocks 783, 809, 808, 807, 781, 
780, and 806 located in Community Board Five (MCB5) and blocks 755 and 754 located in 
Community Board Four MCB4; and  
WHEREAS, The proposed development stated goals are:  
Goal 1: Revitalize the area surrounding Penn Station with new, sustainable, high-density 
commercial development  
Goal 2: Support improvements to address substandard conditions in Penn Station  
Goal 3: Improve passenger rail and transit facilities and pedestrian circulation, access, and safety  
Goal 4: Provide for future capacity increases at Penn Station  
Goal 5: Implement public realm improvements; and 
WHEREAS, On July 1st 2020, ESD issued a Draft Scope of Work (DSOW) delineating the 
scope of the project in order to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS); and  
WHEREAS, On July 20th, ESD will hold a scoping session, inviting testimony by stakeholders 
and members of the public; and  
WHEREAS, On July 13th, Community Board Five held a joint Transportation & Environment 
and Land Use, Housing & Zoning committee meeting to discuss the DSOW; and  

Vikki Barbero, Chair                                    450 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2109                  Wally Rubin, District Manager 
New York, NY  10123-2199 

212.465.0907 f-212.465.1628 
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WHEREAS, Community Board Five expresses numerous concerns about the proposal and 
recommends that the final Scope of Work be altered; therefore be it   
RESOLVED, In order to enable the preparation of a relevant Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), Community Board Five recommends that the final scope of work be altered as defined in 
the six categories below: 
 

- TRANSIT AND TRANSPORTATION  
Community Board Five notes that the General Project Plan (GPP) for the Empire Station 
Complex redevelopment excludes any transportation, transit and below grade improvements 
necessary to achieve the goal of transforming Penn Station into a dynamic and modern transit 
hub, rendering it impossible to properly assess the validity of the proposal, its ability to achieve 
any stated goals and to measure and possibly mitigate any impacts from said transportation 
improvements. Therefore, we are requesting a new comprehensive proposal be issued that 
includes all parts of the proposal to reach the stated goals and avoid a piecemeal approach that 
will inevitably skew an environmental assessment. Community Board Five reminds ESD that 
segmentation is contrary to the intent of State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) and this 
project does not meet any of the acceptable reasons for segmentation. On the contrary, the 
location, purpose, impact, and utility of the project are all shared under the master plan for an 
improved Penn Station. They therefore must be evaluated under one proposal.  
 

- FUNDING  
Community Board Five notes that one of the stated goals of the land use proposal is to generate 
funding needed to perform the below grade upgrades and improvements to Penn Station. It is 
therefore critical to acknowledge that any change to the funding structure would radically change 
the scope of the proposal. We believe that given the prominence of the transit hub for the entire 
region, and the prominence of the region for the entire country, federal funding should more 
generously be allocated to our critical infrastructure, hence reducing the need to generate real 
estate wealth at our community’s expense. We demand that the scope be revised to reflect an 
increase in federal funding and a commensurate reduction in density.  
Given the stated goal of the proposal to generate funding to perform upgrades and improvements 
to Penn Station, it is essential that the scope of work carefully detail the financial mechanism by 
which such funds will be levied. The scope of work must include a detailed financial analysis of 
the following:  

 Cost for land acquisition,  

 Funding stream for acquisition,  

 Amount and source of Air Rights being transacted - Farley Air Rights, upzoned parcels 
acquired through purchase or eminent domain, upzoned parcels with unchanged 
ownership,  
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 Price for Air Rights,  

 Sale mechanism for Air Rights,  

 Safeguards to adjust for Air Rights market volatility 

 

- MADISON SQUARE GARDEN  
Madison Square Garden (MSG) is considered by numerous urban planners, architects and land 
use experts as an obstacle in the renovation and sustainable future expansion of Penn Station. On 
February 15, 2013, Community Board Five voted 36–0 against granting a renewal to MSG's 
operating permit in perpetuity and proposed a 10-year limit instead in order to build a new Penn 
Station where the arena is currently standing. Then Manhattan Borough President Scott Stringer 
noted that "Moving the arena is an important first step to improving Penn Station.” In May 2013, 
at the invitation of the Municipal Art Society, four leading architecture firms – SHoP Architects, 
SOM, H3 Hardy Collaboration Architecture, and Diller Scofidio + Renfro – submitted proposals 
for a new Penn Station. All four architectural firms recommended relocating Madison Square 
Garden to accomplish a meaningful transit hub redevelopment. In June 2013, the New York City 
Council Committee on Land Use voted unanimously to give the Garden a ten-year permit, at the 
end of which period the owners will either have to relocate or go back through the permission 
process. On July 24, 2013, the City Council voted to give the Garden a 10-year operating permit 
by a vote of 47–1. At the time, the city Council Speaker Christine Quinn said: "This is the first 
step in finding a new home for Madison Square Garden and building a new Penn Station that is 
as great as New York and suitable for the 21st century; this is an opportunity to reimagine and 
redevelop Penn Station as a world-class transportation destination."  

In 2016, architect and scholar Vishaan Chakrabarti also called for the relocation of Madison 
Square Garden as a necessary step to permit proper improvements to Penn Station.  

The GPP does not propose to relocate Madison Square Garden and therefore is not addressing a 
major limitation to their stated goal. Unless the sports and concert arena is relocated, its structure 
will continue to impede any meaningful improvement to Penn Station. Therefore, we demand 
that the relocation of Madison Square Garden be included in this proposal (including exploring 
block 809 as a possible relocation site), and the redevelopment of block 781 be part of the scope 
of work. Community Board Five notes that the city deserves a 21st century transit hub as well as 
a 21st century sports and concert venue.  
 

- SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS, URBAN DESIGN, HISTORIC RESOURCES  
The proposed land use action if approved would be the densest rezoning ever passed in New 
York City. Some of the proposed development sites would reach a FAR of 33. The impact would 
be of high magnitude and high importance.  
The scope should include a much more robust evaluation of the environmental impact in many 
different areas.  
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- SUBSTANCIAL INCREASED STUDY RADIUS  
- The study area for pedestrian flow, vehicular traffic flow, and bicycle circulation must be 
broadened as a ¼ mile radius will not accurately capture the impact generated by the additional 
20 million square feet of commercial, retail and hotel development.  
- The study area must be broadened to evaluate the cumulative impacts of the concomitant 
redevelopment of the Port Authority Bus Terminal (including its land use portion), the proposed 
upzoning of Macy’s Department Store directly to the north of the development area, as well as 
the impact of further influx of commercial office space in an already saturated office market 
flooded by Hudson Yards as well as East Midtown. The proposed development may contribute 
to a collapse of an already eroded retail and office real-estate market. It should be noted that the 
profound negative impact caused by Covid-19 pandemic on office space needs is unknown and a 
grave cause for concerns as many Fortune 500 companies have expressed the intention to sharply 
reduce their office footprint.  
- The study area must be broadened to assess the direct and indirect displacement of businesses 
and residents as the proposed development will profoundly impact the urban fabric of the blocks 
to the south and to the east of the development. Specifically, displacement of long-term 
residents, displacement of garment district businesses and non-for-profit organizations must be 
closely evaluated and every attempt must be made to eliminate displacement of these vital 
groups.  
- The threshold for evaluation of business and residential displacement must be strengthened as 
the stock of existing buildings slated for demolition no longer exists in our district and it is very 
unlikely that displaced populations and businesses would find a suitable alternative in 
Community Board Five or even in Manhattan.  
- The threshold for pedestrian traffic assessment must also be strengthened to provide for proper 
pedestrian flow. The area is currently extremely congested and the proposed sidewalk 
enlargement currently presented in the Draft Scope of Work is not adequate.  
 

- ADDITIONAL SCOPE FOR EIS  
- The proposed development should include affordable real estate development at some of the 
sites and therefore the environmental impact to added residents must be evaluated, including 
open space, school capacity, and health care facilities capacity.  
- The threshold for open space should be strengthened to require the creation of a public park, for 
example at the location of site 3.  
- Thermal comfort analysis must be performed that includes shadow studies onto open space, 
including sidewalks, as well as on open space that would be created under this proposal.  
- Traffic and sanitation impacts must be evaluated and best practices must be developed to 
collect the extremely large amount of refuse produced by the added density, including using 
railway transit rather than trucks to transport refuse out of the area.  
- The proposal will have a tremendous detrimental impact on our historic and cultural resources. 
As the proposal calls for the demolition of 6 ½ city blocks, a large swath of urban landscape will 
perish. Many historic buildings would be demolished. Historic buildings must be evaluated, 
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regardless of their status with the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission, including but not 
limited to St John the Baptist RC Church, and Penn Station Service Building. Community Board 
Five will provide a list of historic resources under separate cover.   
- The proposed development would also have a disastrous impact on visual resources, most 
significantly on the Empire State Building that would be boxed off by the large developments 
along 7th Avenue. It is imperative that visual corridors be identified and fully protected, as New 
York City’s skyline is a public asset that should never be impeded.  
- The proposed project energy impact must be assessed in light of Local Law 97. In order to 
proceed, the proposed project must fully comply with current energy requirements and the 
Environmental Impact Statement must establish that once fully completed and occupied, the 
buildings as well as the transit hub would be energy efficient.  
- The proposed project must clearly state that the added density can only be constructed at the 
identified sites and that no transfer of air rights mechanism shall apply to any of these sites, as 
the impact of any shifted density will not be and cannot be properly assessed.  
 

- REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES  
The proposal must be evaluated in light of other reasonable alternative developments that would 
achieve similar goals.  
An alternate proposal that includes substantial affordable housing must be evaluated.  
A reasonable alternative in which the proposed real estate development would be spread out 
between and among Penn Station and other areas that use the transit hub (New Jersey, Long 
Island).  
 

- PUBLIC BENEFITS  
Community Board Five will bear the brunt of the negative impacts generated by this project, 
including added pedestrian flow in an already highly congested area, incremental shadows, 
significant direct and indirect displacement, and the loss of historic fabric. We demand that the 
proposed development include plans for a portion of it to serve our district’s needs. Such public 
benefit could be in the form of a cultural institution (museum), a substantial open space (public 
parkland), a health facility (hospital), or an educational facility (school). Such public benefit 
should be included in the Final Scope of Work so as to guarantee its viability. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Vikki Barbero    Layla Law-Gisiko    
Chair     Chair, Land Use, Housing and Zoning Committee   
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Cc:   
Eric Gertler, President and CEO, Empire State Development 
Mayor Bill de Blasio 
Speaker Corey Johnson 
Hon. Brad Hoylman 
Hon. Robert Jackson 
Hon. Liz Krueger   
Hon. Richard Gottfried 

 Hon. Carlina Rivera 
Hon. Keith Powers  
Hon. Gale A. Brewer, Manhattan Borough President 
 

 



From: Jeffrey LeFrancois <> 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 1:40 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: Re: REMINDER - ESC Public Scoping Sign-up

Hello,

I signed up to speak but did not receive the link to join the zoom. Can that be shared?

I also spoke with Jesse Campoamore about members of COmmunity Board 4 being
able to testify in order so our testimony tells its story. Is that possible?

Names would be:

Jeffrey LeFrancois

Christine Berthet

Dale Corvino

Paul Devlin

Betty Mackintosh

Thank you,

Jeffrey

On Thu, Jul 16, 2020 at 11:39 AM esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> wrote:

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


Good Morning Empire Station Complex Community Advisory Committee,

As a reminder, the Empire Station Complex Public Scoping Meeting is scheduled for Monday, July 20, 2020 at 4pm.

Please find the sign-up link below:

https://us02web.zoom.us/meeting/register/tZUrdO6tpjkrH9dYYbEkm_Afdts68Ke8NPUK

Be sure to complete the sign-up form prior to joining the meeting.

Feel free to reach out to us with any questions.

ESD Empire Station Complex Team

--

Jeffrey C. LeFrancois | Executive Director 

Meatpacking District Management Association

https://us02web.zoom.us/meeting/register/tZUrdO6tpjkrH9dYYbEkm_Afdts68Ke8NPUK


From: Jeffrey LeFrancois <>
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 3:28 PM
To: Frias, Anabel (ESD)
Cc: Phillips, Marion (ESD)
Subject: Re: REMINDER - ESC Public Scoping Sign-up

Hi again, Anabel,

Two more quick questions:

I know some of my CB4 colleagues signed up just yesterday, but wondering if we're able to speak in teh 
following order:
Jeffrey LeFrancois
Betty Mackintosh
Paul Devlin
Dale Corvino
Christine Berthet

And now with a slightly selfish ask, I have a 6pm meeting that I am chairing that was calendered before 
this hearing was posted. Do you know at what point the community board testimony will be taken? I 
spoke with Jesse and he said there would be a presentation, followed by Q+A from the CAC members, 
followed by testimony. Would appreciate any intel.

Thanks!
Jeffrey

On Mon, Jul 20, 2020 at 2:24 PM Jeffrey LeFrancois <> wrote:

Just got it, thank you. 

On Mon, Jul 20, 2020 at 2:19 PM Frias, Anabel (ESD) <> wrote:

Good Afternoon Jeffrey,

A confirmation email was re-sent to your email. If you have not received confirmation, please email
help@publicworkspartners.com.

Thank you,

Anabel

mailto:help@publicworkspartners.com


From: Mary Barnes <>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 1:15 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: Transcript of July 20, 2020 meeting of ESD Empire Station Complex Project

To: Stacy Teran
Empire State Development
633 Third Avenue, 37th Floor
New York, NY 10017

Please send me a copy of the transcript of the July 20, 2020 meeting concerning the Empire Station Complex Project to 
the e-mail above.
Thank you,
Mary Barnes

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov




Eva Codispoti 
evacecodispoti@gmail.com 

 
August 5, 2020 
 
VIA EMAIL 
Empire State Development 
empirestation@esd.ny.gov 

Re: Empire Station Complex 
 

Dear Sir/Madam: 
 I am writing to comment on the draft scope dated July 2020 for the Empire Station Complex 
project. 
 I grew up on Long Island and have lived in and around New York City my entire life; as 
such, I am very familiar with Penn Station and the area of the Proposed Project.  For as long as I 
can remember, the area has been an ugly and congested mess and it has only gotten worse in recent 
years.  I was very glad when I heard of the Proposed Project and am supportive of it and its aim to 
revitalize the area.  I think that work on the Proposed Project will provide jobs to many New 
Yorkers who have unfortunately lost theirs during the COVID-19 pandemic; however, I am also 
cognizant of the businesses that will be displaced by the Proposed Project and worry that our 
current economic climate will cause these businesses to close rather than relocate, thereby costing 
thousands of New Yorkers their jobs.  I am also concerned with the potential environmental impact 
that the Proposed Project will have and urge Empire State Development to undertake the Proposed 
Project in the most environmentally safe way possible.   
 Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 

Very truly yours, 
Eva Codispoti 



From: Dave Colon <> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 1:46 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: Press request: Manhattan CB4 project critiques

Hi my name is Dave Colon and I'm a reporter with Streetsblog. I'm working on a story about Manhattan Community Board 
4's response to the Empire Station Complex plan, specifically dealing with the board's demand that the plan include 
things like busways, enhanced pedestrian amenities and generally more focus on how to make the surrounding streets 
less suited for private car use.

Does the ESD plan on including anything like this in a revised plan going forward? What's ESD's response to CB4 writing 
that "car-centric transportation planning occurs throughout the proposal and should be replaced with a more pedestrian-
and urban planning-centric narrative"? Thanks,

-Dave

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


From: Robert Hale <> 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 6:13 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: Empire Station Scoping Comments

Dear Sir or Madam:

I applaud the general aim of the Empire Station project, but I cannot support its current scope. That the project includes a
number of badly needed additional stairwells to the Penn Station area and the reactivation of Gimbels passageway, which
will help resiliency by simplifying the connection to PATH & Brooklyn & Queens, should be commended. However, the
exclusion of the Central Concourse project being advanced by NJ Transit and any improvements to the Madison Square
Garden service lane or the entrance fronting thereon is a major oversight. Moreover, I do not see a commitment other
than the vaguest of terms to a complete unification of signage, communications, and dispatching, which would address
many station deficiencies. The worst element of this project is the expansion of Penn Station into Site 2, currently
estimated to cost some $8 billion.

It is not true that Penn Station track capacity is being used to its full potential. An Amtrak analysis, which I have attached
to this message, finds that conversion of most terminating trains to through trains would increase the capacity of each
track to 5 trains per hour from today's values of 3 to 4. It notes that the limiting factor in train throughput is clearance of
passengers from platforms. However, it fails to consider the stairwells that the Moynihan Station project will deliver by
next year, meaning it almost certainly understates the benefits of expanding through running. Having most trains continue
through the station in the same direction would eliminate the need for opposing trains to wait, greatly simplifying
operations and resilience and providing opportunities for one-seat rides that currently do not exist.

If the ESD is willing to consider expansion of Penn Station, then it should be receptive to achieving the same capacity
gains in the existing footprint for the same cost. Judging by the Class 700 used on Thameslink services in London,
replacement of the 2,000 cars that comprise the NJ Transit and Long Island Rail Road fleet with units that can use both
third rail in Long Island and wire in New Jersey should cost some $5 billion. The balance should go a long way toward
converting the lower-numbered tracks at Penn Station from a terminal to a through station that connects to Grand Central.
The MTA realized the Second Avenue Subway Phase I tunnels for $500 million/mile; at that cost, the tunnels required to
connect the southern part of the existing Penn Station complex to both New Jersey (2.7 miles) and tracks 105 - 112 of

Grand Central Terminal (1 mile) should total less than $2 billion. Moreover, a tunnel of under a mile in length from the 
highest numbered tracks to the Empire Connection, which would allow Long Island Rail Road trains to run to upstate New 
York rather than the West Side Yard, should total low hundred millions of dollars.

I urge ESD to expand the study scope to include operational changes, rail car acquisitions, and tunnels that would 
support through running at Penn Station. The goal should be to have the southern Penn Station station tracks serve trains 
connecting New Jersey to Grand Central, the middle tracks serve trains connecting New Jersey to Long
Island/Connecticut, and the northern tracks serving trains connecting Long Island to upstate New York. Realization of this 
vision will require a complete overhaul of railroad practices to mirror those used in the rest of the world, but it will enable 
Site 2 to be redeveloped unencumbered by railroad infrastructure and deliver benefits that a stub ended station physically 
cannot. New York cannot afford to waste more time and money building projects around an outdated paradigm. The 
Empire Station must be recalibrated to support complete through running.

Sincerely,

Robert Hale

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


Analyzing the Potential for Commuter Train  

Run-Through Service at New York Penn Station 
August 7, 2014 

Prepared by Amtrak Northeast Corridor Infrastructure Investment and Development 
 And Amtrak Operations Research Groups 

Abstract 
This paper provides a brief review of Amtrak research on the potential of through running of 
commuter operations in Penn Station, New York.  It is intended to help inform the larger 
community interested in the concept as well as to assist in the planning and analysis within a 
number of studies of Penn Station and the Northeast Corridor that are currently underway.  The 
paper describes through running concepts in general, and then identifies operational and 
infrastructure conditions specific to Penn Station which should be addressed in order to undertake 
a successful revenue service. 

Analysis discussed in this paper finds that: 
a) absent the construction of purpose-built
facilities to provide wider station platforms
and, b) the introduction of more robust
vertical passenger access, a through running
service with high performance service
characteristics found in other railway
systems is not achievable at Penn Station.

Further, current operations are optimized 
around the existing terminal infrastructure 
with its two main support yards serving in a 
critical role to achieving very high levels of 
performance.  Without investment in new 
station facilities to compensate for the utility 
provided by yards, the introduction of a 
through running revenue service with 

commuter trains would lead to fewer peak 
period trains and/or less reliable operations 
under representative service scenarios 
evaluated. 

Potential Through Running Territory 



 

 

Table of Contents  
Who is interested in through running and why? .............................................................................. 3 

Potential Through Running Markets in the New York Region ....................................................... 4 

Through Running on the Northeast Corridor Today ....................................................................... 5 

Through Running in Other Cities: a Review of Characteristics ...................................................... 6 

Penn Station Compared to Other Systems ....................................................................................... 8 

Penn Station and Relevant Improvement Programs ........................................................................ 9 

Critical Role of Station Dwells on Penn’s Operation .................................................................... 11 

Current Operations at Penn Station ............................................................................................... 12 

Drop and Go Operations at Penn Station ...................................................................................... 13 

Through Running Operating Concepts .......................................................................................... 14 

Some Findings and Observations .................................................................................................. 15 

APPENDIX A ............................................................................................................................... 17 

APPENDIX B ................................................................................................................................ 18 

Condensed Notes from Amtrak Interviews ................................................................................... 18 

APPENDIX C ................................................................................................................................ 20 

Philadelphia Case Study ................................................................................................................ 20 

Philadelphia Ridership Pattern and Station Operations ......................................................... 21 

Philadelphia Infrastructure Design ........................................................................................ 25 

Philadelphia Train Equipment ............................................................................................... 26 

Impact on Land Use in the Philadelphia Region ................................................................... 27 

Impact on Philadelphia Commuter Rail Operations and Economics .................................... 27 

Through running vs. Distributed Station Plan ....................................................................... 27 

 
 
  



 

Amtrak:dg,pm,ak Penn Station Through Running 3 
 

Through Running Overview 
 
Trains which continue in revenue service through New York Penn Station are considered 
“through running” trains.  In 2013, 42 weekday Amtrak trains already “run through” New York 
Penn Station on their trips along the Northeast Corridor, carrying passengers between Boston and 
Washington and points between and beyond.  However the local commuter rail services provided 
by New Jersey Transit and Long Island Rail Road terminate in Penn Station and there is no 
through-service between them.  Instead, commuters and local travelers are presented with two 
entirely different commuter rail systems running east and west from Penn Station with the station 
functioning in a manner similar to an airport hub (albeit with uncoordinated services) between the 
three operators.  There is also interest in extending Metro-North commuter rail service across the 
Hell Gate Bridge and into Penn Station.  This would add a fourth railroad to the station and also 
create another potential market. 

Who is interested in through running and why? 
Advocates, policy makers, and authority managers have expressed interest in through running for 
commuter trains.  The potential benefits that have been discussed include: 
 

 Increased train capacity made possible by reducing station dwell times, route conflicts 
and non-revenue train movements through the terminal complex. 

 Reducing the number of trains sent to yards to layover and potentially reducing the need 
to expand those yards. 

 Facilitating regional mobility – for example, to reach airports and business districts in 
New Jersey and locations east of New York City, and to provide a new measure of 
resiliency for the region to respond to increasing numbers of destructive weather events. 

 
These potential benefits are only conceptual but there are precedents found in other cities that 
have implemented through running operations.  The active question is whether through running 
would be beneficial under Penn Station New York’s somewhat unique infrastructure and 
facilities.  This paper outlines some of the issues. 
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PENN STATION’S REGIONAL ACCESS

Potential Through Running 

Markets in the New York 

Region 
The travel market for through service is not 
well documented, partly because there is no 
regularly scheduled through bus or rail 
operation today (apart from Amtrak).  In 
interviews, planners described potential 
markets such as: 
 

 
 

 

 Long Island - New Jersey: This trip is difficult to make by automobile and already served 
by rail with a change of trains at New York Penn Station.  Through trains would make the 
trip more convenient.  Through service might also improve access to Newark Liberty 
Airport from Long Island and from New Jersey to either JFK or LaGuardia Airports. 
 

 Hudson Line - Long Island: This would be a new market for regional rail service and 
could facilitate access to JFK airport from Westchester and Duchess Counties. 

 
 New Jersey – New Haven Line: This connection is available today using Amtrak service, 

but local rail connections could facilitate regional travel and commuting to a broader 
array of smaller stations. 
 

 Market growth over time: The introduction of service may cause a growth in the travel 
markets over time due to the new interstate commuting opportunities that become 
feasible. 

 
While these potential markets appear to be the most obvious for testing or implementing new 
through running services, a more thorough data collection and market analysis effort would be in 
order before pursuing any of the above options, given the limited research that has been complete 
to date.   
 
It is anticipated the FRA-managed “NEC FUTURE” Tier I Environmental Impact Statement 
study and its outcomes will have examined this market in greater detail and may be able to shed 
more light on the market potential at the conclusion of the study.  The environmental permitting 
began in 2012 and is scheduled to run to 2016.   Other interested agencies, such as the Regional 
Plan Association or MPO’s, as examples, may also be able to offer further insight on the 
market(s) potential.  

Metro-North
New Haven Line

Long Island
Rail Road

New
Jersey
Transit

Metro-No r th
Hudson Line 

New Yor k
Penn Station

Newark
Liberty rport

New Y ork
JFK Ai rport
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Through Running on the Northeast Corridor Today 
Commuter rail operators have already partnered to offer regularly scheduled through service on 
the Northeast Corridor.  All provide the opportunity for commuters to travel through a city, which 
is a destination of its own, to points beyond the city without changing trains.  Examples of 
through service at NEC cities are: 

 Providence, RI where selected MBTA trains from Boston extend to Wickford Jct., RI; 
 New Haven, CT with the extension of certain Shore Line East trains to Stamford; 
 Stamford, CT and Newark, NJ as part of their respective Trunk Line systems; 
 Philadelphia, PA with the nation’s most extensive through service operation (see 

Appendix C); 
 Wilmington, DE with the extension of selected SEPTA trains to Newark, DE; 
 Baltimore, MD with MARC service to Washington extending to Perryville, MD. 

 
New Jersey Transit and Metro-North have offered a unique, direct service from New Haven to 
Secaucus Junction for connection to the Meadowlands Sports Complex for Sunday professional 
football games.  New Jersey Transit provides the equipment to Metro-North, which has qualified 
some of its crews to operate it.  However, the service can only be provided for weekend games 
with 1:00 p.m. kick-offs.  Providing service for a 4:00 p.m. kick-off would result in the New 
Jersey Transit equipment being in the wrong position for Monday morning commute service, 
since it has to return from Connecticut. 

  

MTA Brochure for 

Through Service 

between Connecticut 

and the Meadowlands 

Sports Complex 
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Through Running in Other Cities: a Review of Characteristics 
Amtrak staff has reviewed examples of through-running operations in other cities.  Specific 
examples include Philadelphia, Melbourne, Frankfurt, Berlin, Munich, Vienna, Zurich, Paris, and 
Toronto.  Many other examples exist.  Operationally, through-running systems generally display 
the following characteristics: 
 
The commuter trains keep moving through the city in a continuous direction in revenue 
service on a trunk line.  This provides for operating efficiency by reducing the amount of time in 
the main station tracks that would otherwise be required to “turn” (reverse) the trains in the 
station.  Trunk lines use land efficiently and minimize or avoid yards occupying urban core space. 
 
Most networks are designed with a “trunk line” that is fed by branches on each side.  Trains 
are generally fleeted along a trunk line with two or four tracks through the center of the city. The 
uniform operation maximizes capacity available for revenue service trains.  Some systems have 
auxiliary station tracks to facilitate queuing, junctions, transfers, and turn-backs.  The Melbourne 
system has a downtown loop (similar to the famous “Loop” in Chicago) that facilitates turning 
back trains to their original line without reversing direction.  The loop also distributes passengers 
among several downtown stations. 
 
Most through networks have multiple downtown stations to distribute passenger traffic in 
the core.  For example, the Philadelphia system has five major stations in the downtown on the 
trunk line.  Each arriving train discharges only a portion of its passengers at each station, reducing 
the load on the vertical circulation system and the number of people on the platform at each 
station.  An exception to this rule is Toronto, which only has Union Station in downtown but 
multiple station tracks and an advanced local transit distribution system. 
 
Infrastructure has been adapted for through running.  In the majority of cases, major 
expenditures have been invested to transform historical rail operations into modern metropolitan 
systems with efficient through running.  Philadelphia replaced two stub-end commuter rail 
operations with a run-through regional system by building a new tunnel, one mile long, under the 
downtown that includes a new Market East Station that replaced the former Reading Terminal.  
The project cost was approximately $330 million in 1983 dollars, and it would cost significantly 
more if built today.  A key element with these investments was to retire some station tracks in the 
then-existing Suburban Station terminus station and in order to widen platforms, matching the 
configuration of new very wide platforms at the Market East station to permit through operations.  
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The boarding process for most systems is similar to rapid transit.  Departures leave from pre-
assigned platform tracks that are relatively fixed.  Acoustical dampening is often present to 
improve communications and, although commuters wait on platforms for their trains, the waiting 
time is aided through robust information systems.  However, service disruptions can quickly 
require managing access to avoid hazardous overcrowding on the platforms.   
 
Audio/visual systems identify each train and the following trains.  Each platform usually 
serves multiple routes with different trains running only a few minutes apart.  This is a key part of 
the infrastructure performance of most through-stations. 
 
Platforms are designed for through operation.  Platforms typically have multiple staircases 
which offer robust vertical circulation capacity and allow bi-directional flows without any staff 
oversight.   Many are long enough to simultaneously accommodate two trains per track 
(Philadelphia is a notable example of this practice).  Platforms sometimes have designated “keep 
clear” routes to allow detraining passengers clear routes to the stairs.  Modern stations will tend to 
have more generous platform dimensions with fewer columns.   
 
Train equipment varies, but in the best examples, the train equipment is purpose built for 
rapid passenger exchanges at stations that help keep the trunk line fluid.  Specific design 
elements include large automatic doors, standee space, good visibility between the inside and 
outside of the vehicle, and customer information systems inside and outside the vehicle. 
 
Train counts can be very high.  The Philadelphia system has over 500 weekday train 
movements on its four-track trunk line.  Average peak hour headway is 3 minutes. 
 
Train lengths, capacities, and propulsion vary.   Passenger capacity varies from 200 to 1,000+ 
passengers per train.  Examples exist with EMU equipment and also locomotives with coaches. 
 
Some networks have permanent diametrical line pairs and others do not.   There is not “one 
way” to design through running networks. 
 
Network resiliency and robustness can be an issue.  When formerly separate systems are 
integrated there can now be network disruptions producing chain reaction disturbances i.e.,  late 
inbound trains  become late outbound trains.  Spare trains, sometimes multiple spare trains, are 
held in “ready tracks” to be inserted into the system when needed to prevent major disruptions.   
Systems with a common equipment platform are more stable than a composite system, because 
the train consists are more universal, permitting easier equipment substitutions during 
contingency operation. 
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Penn Station Compared to Other Systems 
Based on the review of run-through operations in other cities, Penn Station has characteristics that 
are different from other systems with through running which present challenges for 
implementation.  The differences include: 
 

 Single CBD Station.  Unlike most other thru-running systems, there is only one major 
downtown station, concentrating passenger loading at one location.  Access to the rest of 
Manhattan (and other Boroughs) is reliant upon the vast NYCTA subway system and 
dense street grid around Penn Station. 

 Narrow Platforms.  Penn Station platforms are narrow, typically 16-18 ft. wide, and 
cluttered with columns, staircases, and elevators.  Pre-loading of passengers on the 
platforms is not practical or safe. 

 Uni-directional Vertical Access.  The use of escalators without parallel stairs in nearly 
all locations limits the ability for bi-directional passenger flows and decreases overall 
platform utilization rates. 

 
Penn Station, New York Existing Platforms and Vertical Access 

 
 

 Staged Passenger Boarding. The combination of narrow platforms, constrained vertical 
circulation, and high passenger counts produces longer dwell times than for many other 
rail systems.  Outbound travel on Amtrak through trains (the only current through 
service) must be held back in the concourses until a sufficient number of detraining 
passengers has cleared the platform to avoid hazardous overcrowding.  Given the same 
infrastructure, run-thru commuter trains should anticipate the same requirements. 
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 Multiple Technologies.  The various lines feeding the station use different propulsion 
power and signal systems.  The equipment among the three agencies has different 
platform boarding designs, communications systems, clearance dimensions and 
maximum operating speeds.   While this could be overcome, it represents a significant 
complication and makes service planning and service recovery more difficult than 
systems with a pooled, unified fleet.  The cost to harmonize the combined fleet would be 
in the hundreds of millions of dollars. 

 Multiple Operators.  Through operation with more than one operating company is 
unusual, but not unprecedented. The RER system in Paris is operated partly by SNCF 
(the suburban rail operation) and partly by RATP (for the underground trunk line). 

 Multiple Unions.  Entirely different labor union operating craft agreements are in place 
for each agency.  The differences, while perhaps not insurmountable, do present 
substantive issues to be addressed prior to a through running operation. 

 
There are some similarities to reference cases: 
 

 Train counts per main line track in New York are similar or exceed operations in 
Philadelphia and Frankfurt.   

 Train lengths and passenger capacities have parallels with other systems (but with 
differently designed stations).  

Penn Station and Relevant Improvement Programs 
As originally constructed, the terminal relied on Sunnyside Yard (SSYD) to carry out its 
dominant intercity mission; accepting and delivering trains to go west along with a small volume 
of through trains from New England.  Penn Station’s design did not envision the terminal serving 
as a major regional commuter facility.  Instead, the Pennsylvania Railroad (PRR) assumed 
continued operation of most commuter trains to; Jamaica, Long Island City, Brooklyn or Jersey 
City terminals.   LIRR trains that did go to Penn Station were confined to turn-backs in the station 
or on a limited number of “tail tracks” immediately beyond the LIRR platforms.  A small volume 
of commuter trains from New Jersey eventually operated with Electric Multiple Unit (EMU) 
equipment, able to turn back in the station, and even smaller number of conventional electric 
locomotives pulled commuter trains originating in Bay Head, NJ to Sunnyside Yard (SSYD).  
 
This situation began to fundamentally change as intercity operations were reduced beginning in 
the 1950s, (culminating in the dismantling of the iconic, original station above street level in 
1963) but matched by the gradual expansion of commuter services.  The revised mission for the 
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terminal, with pronounced peaking of high volume train and passenger movements, badly 
stressed the system.  Overcrowded trains and overcrowded station concourses became the norm.  
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), by then the owner of the LIRR, acted 
decisively and constructed the John D. Cammerer West Side Yard in Manhattan as well as 
making very substantial investments in platform extensions and new or expanded concourses in 
its portion of Penn Station.  The yard added 30 new storage tracks and the station modifications 
enabled uniform operation of 12 car trains to all LIRR station tracks, providing maximum 
operating flexibility and capacity utilization.  The investments enabled the LIRR to operate up to 
38 trains per hour, providing approximately as much as 53,000 seats in the peak direction into the 
station, an astounding figure for commuter service anywhere in the world. 
 
NJ Transit invested heavily through the creation of its East End Concourse and other passenger 
flow improvements to expand concourse space and vertical access over its normally used portions 
of Penn Station.  The agency also funded major infrastructure improvements to the signaling and 
train control systems under the Hudson River and within SSYD to expand daytime storage and 
servicing capacity. Finally, it adopted an operating strategy of greater reliance on utilizing SSYD 
in lieu of cycling all of its equipment back west to New Jersey.  While very expensive (NJT loses 
use of the equipment for revenue service for 2 or more hours for each train to SSYD), the 
approach permits maximum use of “drop and go” station operations during peak periods to utilize 
the most efficient station operation (more on this later).  Today, more than 60 NJT trains operate 
through the East River tunnels each weekday to support the service.  The combined investments 
and operating methods have enabled NJT to schedule 21 trains in the peak hour, providing, 
depending on the mix of train lengths and type of equipment used, between 27,000 to 29,000 
seats into Penn Station.1  Together with Amtrak intercity service operating in the peak periods, 
the traffic density per main track in the Hudson River tunnels is the greatest of any passenger rail 
line in the American Hemisphere. 
 
Amtrak, for its part, undertook substantial improvements to its designated concourse spaces, 
creating improved and expanded waiting areas and investments in vertical access infrastructure to 
facilitate more efficient and reliable boarding of trains.  It also funded its share of the 
infrastructure improvements in train control and reliability.  Taken together, the combined 
investments of the agencies have allowed the station complex to serve a record 650,000 passenger 
trips (including New York City Transit passengers) each day, more than double the volume 
compared to when Penn Station’s original Head House was demolished half a century ago. This 

                                                      
1 As many as 23 TPH have been run by NJT in previous years.  But, construction west of Penn Station as 
well as platform capacity limitation in the station itself have caused NJT to reduce the overall scheduled 
level to maintain reasonable reliability.  
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volume comes with challenges.  Today at Penn Station, improvements to vertical circulation and 
expansion of pedestrian concourses are needed, whether or not run-through services are ever 
expanded at Penn Station. 

Critical Role of Station Dwells on Penn’s Operation 
These investments, together with disciplined operations, are decisive factors enabling Penn 
Station to operate at such high performance levels.  Carefully planned operations through the 
station and its 21 platform tracks are essential to fully utilize the capacity of the seven main line 
tracks connecting to the terminal.  To help achieve this balance in the system, the operating 
railroads have agreed to a standard set of station dwell time protocols for the various types of 
operations in the station in order to reliably support the daily operations.  
 
The protocols were developed through the Tri-Venture Council2, a collaborative entity among the 
railroads, and have been the basis for implementing current services as well as evaluating future 
scenarios.  They reflect the various capabilities of equipment in service as well as the combined 
experience of operating the terminal.  Minimum (shorter) dwell times are permitted only on a 
case-by-case basis.  Amtrak’s longer dwell times take into account longer distances traveled, 
greater luggage volumes, commissary, and reserved system processing / security time factors.  
The following table provides a condensed version. 
 

Authorized Scheduled Dwell Times for Penn Station, NY 
Revised December 6, 2013 

 
Type of Operation Dwell Comments 

LIRR Revenue to Revenue 18 min From ERT / Station turn / to ERT 
NJT  Revenue to Revenue 22 min From NRT / Station turn / to NRT 
Amtrak Revenue to Revenue 55 min  One midday train per day 
LIRR Revenue to Non-Revenue   6 min To West Side Yard (WSYD) 
NJT Revenue to Non-Revenue   7 min To Sunnyside Yard (SSYD) 
Amtrak Revenue to Non-Revenue 10 min To SSYD (w’ Crew change) 
LIRR Non-Revenue to Revenue 15 min From West Side Yard 
NJT Non-Revenue to Revenue 15 min From Sunnyside Yard 
Amtrak Non-Revenue to Revenue 25 min From Sunnyside Yard 
LIRR Through Operations 12 min* Future run-thru dwell time 
NJT Through Operations 12 min* Future run-thru dwell time 
Amtrak Through Operations 15 min Preferred dwell times 
*Tri-Venture Council agreed upon dwell time for future commuter service through operations 
 

                                                      
2 The Tri-Venture is a collaborative effort between the LIRR, NJT and Amtrak to coordinate and facilitate 
service and capital planning at Penn Station. 
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Current Operations at Penn Station 
In 2014, sustained high levels of service occur each weekday morning and evening. Morning 
peak operations extend from 6:00am to 10:00am and the evening peak operations begin at 
4:00pm and continue to 8:00pm.   The 7:30am to 8:30am period is typical of the morning peak 
and is described herein in further detail. During this hour, there are 124 scheduled movements; 62 
trains enter the terminal from the East, West and North, and a combination of 43 new or 
continuing trains operating to New Jersey or Long Island or Albany with the balance entering into 
supporting layover yards.  
 
The service plan is achieved through a complex mix of operations between the three carriers 
applying all of the dwell time factors listed above.  By aggregating these scheduled dwell times, it 
is possible to calculate the effective utilization of the station tracks to determine the total number 
of dwell time minutes scheduled.  For the 2014 base line schedule, a total of 1,214 scheduled 
platform dwell minutes are derived with an average of 13.2 minutes per train during the peak 
hour.  At this level of utilization, the collective operations of the three agencies also effectively 
fully consume all available station track capacity during the hour.  Even if additional tunnel line 
capacity can be created, there are only very limited opportunities to take advantage of it due the 
level utilization of the station tracks.  This balanced mix of operations is shown as below. 
 

Penn Station Inbound and Outbound Train Counts (1) 
7:30am to 8:30am 

 
Type of Operation NJT Amtrak LIRR Total 

Inbound North River Tunnels  22  3  ‐  25 
Inbound Empire Tunnel  ‐  2  ‐  2 
Inbound East River Tunnels  ‐  ‐  35  35 
        62 
Outbound North River Tunnels  12  2  ‐  14 
Outbound Empire Tunnel  ‐  1  ‐  1 
Outbound East River Tunnels  9  3  16  28 
Outbound to West Side Yard  ‐  ‐  19  19 
        62 

(1) Penn Station Central Control “Commission Counts” January 2014 
  



 

Amtrak:dg,pm,ak Penn Station Through Running 13 
 

Drop and Go Operations at Penn Station 
As can be observed from the above table, both LIRR and NJT rely on finely tuned revenue to 
non-revenue or “Drop and Go” (or “Down and Back” in LIRR parlance) operations to achieve 
their collective service plans.  Under this approach, trains enter the station, discharge their 
passengers and then immediately proceed in the same direction they entered the station to either 
West Side Yard or Sunnyside Yard, depending on the operator.  It presents the most efficient 
operation, capacity-wise, of all of Penn Station’s operations.   
 
Over one half (54%) of LIRR trains and nearly half (41%) of NJT trains operate in this manner 
during the peak hour.  The LIRR either stores or cycles equipment back east from West Side 
Yard.  NJT also will store trains at SSYD or utilize a technique called “Looping”, in which a train 
does not enter the yard body tracks but instead travels around SSYD’s perimeter to return to Penn 
Station.    Quick access to the two yards is a critically important component to achieving high 
traffic levels for both operators.   
 

The two support yard’s roles during the peak periods effectively already make Penn Station a 

through terminal and not a stub-ended facility. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

To SSYD 

NJT “Drop and Go” Operations to Sunnyside Yard 

To WSYD 

LIRR “Drop and Go” Operations to West Side Yard 
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Through Running Operating Concepts 
Short of building new infrastructure capacity such as the proposed Gateway Program, through-
running concepts can only be developed through modification of two types of existing services: 
 

a) Combining of LIRR/NJT drop and go operations to offer new revenue frequencies to 
Queens and New Jersey and/or, 
 

b) Combining of LIRR/NJT revenue station turns to offer through revenue services between 
Queens and New Jersey. 
 

 
Drop and Go -28 trains using this technique are operated by the LIRR and NJT during the hour 
and it may be possible to combine the operations for through service.  However, NJT runs only 9 
of them so the opportunity to combine all train movements on a one-to-one basis is less than half 
of the total.  Drop and Go operations have the shortest dwell times utilized in the station.  As 
such, any change to this operation will impose additional time requirements during the same time 
period.  Based upon the approved dwell time standards, combining LIRR and NJT trains and 
switching all of them to a revenue to revenue operation would revise the total 7:30-8:30 a.m. 
dwell time to 1,419 total minutes and raise the average dwell time per train to 15.4 minutes –
approximately a 16.9% increase in total dwell time.  This level of increase is likely not possible 
since there are no additional platform tracks in the station to absorb the greater dwell times.  
Converting all revenue to non-revenue train movements to a through operation would require a 

reduction in total train movements through the terminal. 

 
Station Turn combinations - may offer some opportunities to combine trains between the LIRR 
and NJT operations.  Instead of a LIRR train reversing direction in Penn Station and operating 
eastward back to Long Island and a NJT train reversing to head westward back to New Jersey, 
schedules might be developed allowing a combining of the two services as a through operation. 
Using the same dwell standards and assuming all trains of this category are eligible, execution of 
a run-through service would reduce total scheduled dwell time to 908 minutes with an average of 
9.9 minutes dwell. However, such a level is not achievable since NJT must continue to turn 
approximately 40% of its trains on stub-end Tracks 1-4 under any circumstance, making them 
ineligible for through running.  It is also quite unlikely the two railroads, each with very complex 
networks with numerous choke-points at various locations away from the terminal, could ever 
optimize all elements.  Therefore, for purposes of this discussion, it is proposed that 50% of the 
theoretical benefit be considered. This would bring total dwell time minutes down to 1,061 with 
the average at 11.5 minutes – approximately a 12.6% decrease compared to base line operations. 
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A potential NJT / MNR Hell Gate commuter service, utilizing NJT trains to Connecticut, would 
face the same set of requirements.  Converting the NJT revenue to non-revenue trains to SSYD to 
become through operations along the Hell Gate would also require doubling the dwell times in 
Penn Station for each affected train and encounter the same lack of platform track capacity, albeit 
on a smaller scale compared to the combined LIRR/NJT operations.  Also, the non-revenue NJT 
traffic flows in tunnel slots only towards SSYD in the morning and from it in the evening, 
opposite of what MNR would need for commuter service to the Bronx and Connecticut. 
 

The absence of purpose-built infrastructure; wide station platforms, robust vertical passenger 
access, common equipment, etc., prevents reducing dwell times at Penn Station to those found in 
most through-running operations with comparable passenger volumes.  As a consequence, 
combined NJT/LIRR or MNR services would need to continue to respect these infrastructure 
conditions and likely produce no substantive efficiencies in terminal operations.   Further, current 
operations are optimized around the existing infrastructure and the introduction of through 
running (without major investments) would lead to fewer trains operated or increased risk of less 
reliable operations at the same train volume.   
 

Some Findings and Observations 
Through running of trains at Penn Station is technically feasible but would bring many 
operational challenges and likely require very large investments to make it reasonably successful.  
Depending upon the operating strategy chosen, implementation of through running could enhance 
or degrade total capacity of the terminal.  It is more likely that a mix of strategies would be 
selected and total terminal capacity would not materially change.  The table below illustrates the 
range of capacity changes that have been evaluated. 
 

Penn Station Capacity Changes with Through Running Operations 
 

Scenario Total Dwell Minutes Average Per Train Change 
2014 Operations 1,214 13.2 Base 

Convert Drop & Go 1,419 15.4 (16.9%) 
Convert Station Turns 1,061 11.5 +12.6% 
All figures shown are based upon 7:30am to 8:30am 2014 weekday operations 
 
 
From a capacity-related perspective, it is apparent revenue through running commuter services 
would not yield major increments (if any) in train movements because the station already operates 
as a through station with much of its traffic.  The existing through operations are tailored around 
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the substantial limitations inherent in Penn Station’s design to achieve optimal service levels 
among the three operators (not withstanding independent infrastructure reliability-related 
problems).  Key to this operation is the relationship of two high-performance yards: West Side 
Yard and Sunnyside Yard which accept or discharge trains in rapid order to support the most 
efficient of dwell time categories used in the station.  Equally key are high volume transit 
connections and convenient pedestrian access to substantial employment sectors within the City.  
The Northeast Corridor’s reliance upon a single point of entry to Manhattan demands such 
connections function efficiently. Their current deficiencies are a source of concern and present 
increased risk that expansion of the system could be stymied unless they are improved as part of 
future developments. 
 
This analysis did not attempt to determine station alterations or improvements which could 
address the inherent limitations of Penn Station to reduce dwell times.  Such investigations are 
considered better undertaken as part of a comprehensive planning process, such as the NEC 
FUTURE, Penn Vision or Gateway Program studies currently underway.  The entire terminal and 
regional network must be factored into the analysis to fully understand the operational impacts of 
through running.  Among the modifications recommended for possible study would be the 
opportunity to remove a selected number of existing station tracks to facilitate a through-running 
operation after additional capacity is created by the Gateway Program or through a comparable 
set of investments.  The expanded station footprint may provide sufficient capacity to absorb 
station turns that are expected to remain necessary under any operating scenario while also 
establishing realistic through running conditions.  
 
Similarly, the broader group of above studies are better scoped and positioned to evaluate the 
regional market benefits of through operations.  Given, a sufficiently strong enough case, the 
three states and New York City may determine to move forward and undertake through 
operations to serve worthy markets.  However, it must also be recognized such an undertaking 
should be approached carefully and comprehensively to provide the complete picture as follows. 
 
In 2012, after twenty nine years of operation, SEPTA dismantled the nation’s largest through 
service network (even though most trains continue to technically operate in this fashion), due to 
comparatively low volume of through riders and high levels of passenger complaints about the 
confusing route structure.  SEPTA made this decision only after extensively evaluating 
modifications to its communications and way finding systems before separating the public 
information into the former Pennsylvania and Reading territories. 
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APPENDIX A 
Topic	 Reference	Cases Penn	Station	
Network	Design	  Branch lines feed from opposing 

directions a downtown trunk line 
which usually has multiple 
stations. 

 Network is usually presented and 
managed as a unified system (e.g. 
S-Bahn, Regional Rail, RER, etc.) 

 Branch lines feed from 
opposing directions a single 
downtown terminal station 
with train storage yards on 
each side of the terminal 
complex. 

 Network is presented and 
managed as two separate 
systems. 

Station	Design	  Core stations typically have wide 
platforms serving main line tracks. 

 Stations have adequate capacity 
circulation for traffic levels 
(although some congestion occurs 
on the busiest systems). 

 Platform assignments are 
relatively stable and posted long in 
advance (or permanently). 

 Passenger information systems 
describe the next several trains on 
each platform. 

 Multiple stations distribute 
passenger traffic load. 

 Narrow platforms reduce 
passenger capacity per 
platform. 

 Platforms do not face main 
line tracks. 

 Vertical circulation is 
constrained.  Escalators create 
uni-directional movement.  
Elevators are compact. 

 Platform assignments are 
dynamic and are only posted 
only a few minutes before 
departure. 

 Passenger information 
systems do not resemble 
reference cases. 

 Most traffic is concentrated at 
a single station.  

Train	Headways	  Minimum headways on reference 
case systems are approximately 
two or three minutes between 
trains per mainline track. 

 Trains on main line tracks clear 
platforms quickly to make way for 
the following trains. 

 Minimum headways on Penn 
Station approaching tunnel 
tracks are approximately two 
to three minutes. 

 Boarding trains often dwell on 
platforms for 10 minutes or 
more.  Arriving trains are 
routed to various tracks. 

Train	Equipment	  Typically the system fleet is 
pooled but has multiple equipment 
versions and generations. 

 The highest capacity systems have 
high capacity passenger doors. 

 Single and multi-level equipment 
is in use. 

 Train lengths and passenger 
capacity vary but can be very high. 

 Each rail operator has its own 
fleet, which have differences. 

 Door sizes vary, but are often 
smaller than international 
precedents. 

 Single and bi-level equipment 
is in use. 

 Train length and capacity 
varies but can be very high. 
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APPENDIX B 

Condensed Notes from Amtrak Interviews 
Amtrak staff interviewed several planners and managers in the region to solicit their perspective 
on through operations at New York Penn Station.  Some highlights are presented below. 
 
There is interest in through running from railroad managers.  Everyone recognizes there are 
challenges and costs, but also potential opportunities, although not fully quantified.  One 
interviewee advised not give in to the, “cold water bucket brigade.”  Through running is also seen 
as a possible strategy to accommodate Metro-North extending service to Penn Station. 
 
It is not a silver bullet for capacity.  Through-running is at best a marginal increase in capacity, 
while presenting numerous challenges.  In the end, there is going to have to be major 
infrastructure investment if the goal is to increase capacity significantly.  Through-running may 
require certain investments to really work properly. 
 
But it might help improve operations.  Penn Station needs to be thought of as a common station 
for multiple railroads.  Through service is the kind of initiative that helps focus attention on the 
needs for a station that better serves the customer. 
 
The evening peak is a challenge, even though it has less traffic than the morning peak.  There are 
actually more inbound commuters in the morning peak then outbound customers in the afternoon 
peak but the railroads prefer to schedule more time for outbound trains to be on the platform for 
boarding, so evening train congestion and on time performance can be a problem.  Current studies 
are simulating perturbed operations to test schedule resiliency and robustness.  If total platform 
times were reduced by through running, or if operations were more robust due to fewer routing 
conflicts, it could lead to greater train capacity or better on-time performance. 
 
Reversing direction takes time.  Trains have to perform certain tests when changing direction.   
The existing yards in the core are congested, so it may make sense to think about sending the 
trains out to the suburbs during midday.   
 
The total customer market may be relatively small and is not yet defined.  Markets tend to grow 
around the availability of service over time.  The strongest existing market may be Long Island to 
New Jersey.  Automobiles are not very competitive for this trip, and it is currently possible to 
make this trip by changing trains at Penn Station.  Another possible market may be the Hudson 
Line to Long Island and JFK airport.  Connecticut to New Jersey is also a possibility.   
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Institutional challenges have been an issue.  The policy framework is key; agencies should 
embrace inter-operability and compatibility in their project planning.  For example, when new 
equipment is ordered, there is an opportunity to optimize the equipment for through service.  It is 
important to consider the larger policy implications, such as regional connectivity to airports.  It 
is also important to consider potential cost trade-offs, such as expanding yard capacity as 
compared to establishing run-through service. 
 
There is not really a consensus about whether to start small or think big.  Running just a few 
through trains per hour could be a manageable test platform but might actually reduce capacity.  
However, a large amount of through running may face larger hurdles require such as the need for 
improved infrastructure and compatible train fleets. 
 
The big picture can get shut out by the operating challenges.  There are major operating 
challenges, but they can dominate the discussion.  The discussion has to address the bigger 
picture.  What is the size of the market?  What is the trade-offs, or gains for operations, 
infrastructure, and capacity?  What are the impacts on regional mobility and competitiveness?  
Does it make sense or not?    
 
Sometimes you trade resiliency for efficiency. When services become more integrated, delays can 
propagate more easily.  A late inbound train automatically becomes a late outbound train.   A 
tightly wound schedule can sometimes break more easily. 
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APPENDIX C 

Philadelphia Case Study 
Philadelphia was historically served by two separate commuter rail networks, each operating 
from a stub-end terminal in the center of the city.  The Pennsylvania Railroad operated commuter 
trains from the subterranean Suburban Station west of City Hall, while the Reading Railroad 
operated its local trains from the Reading Terminal, a major train station elevated above the city 
streets east of City Hall. 
 
In 1983, after two decades of study and discussion, the City of Philadelphia opened a new tunnel, 
built with funds from the Urban Mass Transit Association, which united the formerly independent 
commuter rail systems into a unified network operated by the Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority (SEPTA).  From that point on, most trains ran through Philadelphia 
from one network to the other.  The SEPTA system has over 500 weekday train runs operating 
over 700 revenue schedules (because many inbound trains become an outbound revenue train).  
All trains serve the core of the system. 
 
A run-through operating plan was developed by University of Pennsylvania faculty and SEPTA 
managers.  The concept was based on the German “S-Bahn” model, with paired diametrical lines 
with designated numbers (e.g. R1, R2, R3, etc.)  The paired lines were determined based on 
operating considerations such as train lengths, frequency of service, and track layout, in an 
attempt to optimize the system.  Crews are changed at the midpoint of the network, Suburban 
Station, in a process that requires approximately three minutes during the normal passenger 
loading process.  Most trains run as locals, mostly to the terminus of the route, however SEPTA 
does offer peak period express service and short-turns some routes. 
 
The system resembles an S-Bahn system in many respects; however, for operational reasons the 
strict line pairings were eventually relaxed.  Some inbound trains began to run outbound on a 
different diametrical line or to deadhead outbound quickly to cover an additional peak hour trip.  
This was primarily because the entire SEPTA system never received the modernization and 
capital investment required to transition fully to an S-Bahn model.  Schedules had to be built 
around NEC limitations as well as the constraints presented by numerous single-track branch 
lines.  Even though it never achieved the full S-Bahn model, the Philadelphia the system remains 
a run-through system.  The majority of inbound trains run through the city and become outbound 
trains.  Moreover, the Airport Line and similar through-markets saw some benefits from through 
service.  
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Philadelphia Ridership Pattern and Station Operations 
The SEPTA Regional Rail system has approximately 124,000 riders per day.  This is the highest 
in SEPTA history.  Annual ridership has increased 50 percent since 1998.    Most customers 
travel to or from the five stations near the center of the City as shown in the table below: 
 

 Core Station  Weekday 
Ridership

Percent of  
Core Ridership 

University City  5,161 5% 

30th Street Station (Amtrak)  25,408 22% 

Suburban Station  48,396 43% 

Market East Station  26,976 24% 

Temple University  7,010 6% 

Subtotal  112,951 100% 

Source: SEPTA 2013 Annual Service Plan 
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The distribution of customer traffic over multiple core stations means that each station has fewer 
customers to process, helping to reduce station congestion. 
 
The boarding process is open.  Customers can wait on the platform for their desired train or wait 
on the station mezzanines.  The main line platforms are approximately 40 feet wide.  Train 
services use pre-determined platform tracks, which are marked with static and dynamic signage.  
Customers usually board from the same location each day, although there are occasional 
exceptions related to operating conditions.  Many track substitutions have no impact. (e.g. the 
same platform serves traffic on tracks three and four, so a track substitution between three and 
four has no impact). 

 
Above: SEPTA Market East / Convention Center Station opened in 1984 and serves over 500 weekday 
train movements.  Two island platforms face four mainline tracks.  Each platform is roughly 30 feet 
wide and 840 feet long, sufficient to accommodate two typical length SEPTA trains simultaneously, 
with four escalators, four stairways, and two elevators with street level access.  Windows provide 
some natural light from street level.  A station mezzanine level with customer service functions has 
direct connection to the Gallery shopping center and the Convention Center.  Photo: 
Flikr/davidwilson1949. 
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The core stations have a relatively high quality of interior amenity for North America.  Suburban 
Station, which was constructed in the 1920s, has been modernized with suspended ceilings, 
acoustic attenuation, audio/visual systems, bright lighting, and restoration of the original Art 
Deco period details.  The Market East Station opened in 1984 and provides a spacious and 
colorful station with natural daylight on the platforms provided by street-level windows. Thirtieth 
Street Station has a glass and steel train shed for the elevated platforms and is attached to a 
neoclassic landmark station building.  It has more narrow platforms but relies on six station tracks 
to provide adequate line capacity.  Both Suburban Station and Market East Station have adequate 
vertical circulation capacity with multiple staircases, escalators, and elevators. 
 
SEPTA branch line headways are generally 30 minutes or 60 minutes, with peak period express 
extras.  Most commuters ride on monthly passes, but customers may purchase tickets at ticket 
windows or onboard the train from the conductors.  Specific train routes are indicated by 
overhead monitors, audible announcements, and small signs on the trains.  Because of a shortage 
of funding, outer stations are mostly low-level, which increases station dwell times and requires 
train crews to operate the manual trap doors for the steps on the cars.  SEPTA has many small 
stations with relatively low ridership.  Parking capacity is at a premium at many stations, but 
SEPTA benefits from stations with very high walk-up accessibility. 
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Above: SEPTA track charts for the run-through trunk line.  
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The chart above shows inbound train frequency by hour, with more than 40 scheduled inbound 
arrivals during the peak hour.  Therefore, if traffic were divided evenly among tracks, the 
mainline SEPTA tracks would each accommodate approximately 20 trains during the peak hour 
for an average headway of three minutes. 

Philadelphia Infrastructure Design 
Scheduled headways on the SEPTA main line tracks are as low as three minutes.  The 
Philadelphia Regional Rail network has 13 spokes feeding the Center City tunnel.  Most trains 
run through the tunnel, changing crews at Suburban Station.  The tunnel has four mainline tracks. 
Although they have bi-directional signals, the tracks normally operate as paired directional main 
lines.  In concept, Market East and Suburban Station each have two island platforms serving the 
directional main line tracks (thus there is an eastbound and a westbound platform).  At 30th Street 
Station the four tracks divide into six tracks served by three island platforms, which allows for 
sorting and queuing trains for the various branches.  In normal operation at 30th Street Station the 
southern three tracks handle inbound traffic and the northern three tracks handle outbound traffic.  
Thus, the northernmost platform is an outbound platform and the southernmost platform is for 
inbound trains.  The center platform serves both inbound and outbound trains on the branches that 
duck under and run southwest: the NEC (Wilmington/Newark) Line, West Chester (Media) Line, 
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and Airport Line.  The eastern approach to the station has a triple ladder that allows for laminar 
flows on the main line tracks.  
 
Suburban Station also has an additional four stub-end tracks with platforms (a legacy of before 
1984 when the station was a stub-end terminal).  The stub-end tracks are used to terminate, store, 
and originate a small number of peak-period trains, but very few passengers overall make use of 
these platforms because the majority of trains run-through the tunnel on the main line tracks. 
 
Train speeds in the tunnel area are relatively low– typically 30 miles per hour or less.  Signal 
blocks are closely spaced (trains are governed by cab signals with wayside signals in place).  
Permissive block signals allow trains to closely follow each other.  Platforms are on permissive 
blocks.  The PRR track layout was originally designed for terminal operation, envisioning slow 
speeds and lots of crossover movements across the station throat at Suburban Station.  
Geometrics are not optimized for through-operation, but are likely to be permanent, not least 
because of extensive overbuild of the line.  The legacy track design affords high capacity, fleeted 
operation, with laminar track flows possible at several locations.  Trains generally cross over the 
directional main lines at pre-determined locations, but the track infrastructure affords ad hoc 
operation for exigencies.   
 

 
 
Above: SEPTA Silverliner V electric multiple unit elevation 
 

Philadelphia Train Equipment 
The SEPTA system primarily uses electric multiple unit trains, operating on AC 12.5kV catenary 
power, with peak-period services augmented with electric push-pull coach trains.  Peak hour 
trains are generally six cars or less (with exceptions) and many services operate with fewer cars.  
The short train lengths generally mean that trains will clear interlockings in a short amount of 
time, allowing for more rapid sorting of trains at crossover points. 
 
The EMU fleet offers several advantages for SEPTA such as scalability of train length to demand 
and quick acceleration that is a benefit for a system with numerous stations less than one mile 
apart.  The push-pull trains operate with consists of seven cars offering over 850 seats, thereby 
maximizing capacity during the peak period. Most push-pull trains operate as outer zone express 
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service to maximize train performance.   Because the lines are relatively short, many trains can 
run two peak-direction runs during the peak period. 

Impact on Land Use in the Philadelphia Region 
The reinvention of Philadelphia commuter rail had profound effects.  Shortly after the completion 
of the new tunnel, a wave of skyscraper office buildings was constructed near Suburban Station, 
which now had double the number of commuter rail lines for access. The skyscraper construction 
wave eventually receded, but was later replaced by a growth in economic activity tied to the 
universities and hospitals near the University City station and 30th Street Station.  These 
destinations would have been difficult to access from the former Reading Terminal in the eastern 
part of downtown, but with completion of the tunnel and through operations these newer western 
CBD destinations s enjoy extensive commuter rail coverage from throughout the entire region.  
When considered in total, the run-through service probably influenced the land use pattern in the 
region in a fundamental way.   

Impact on Philadelphia Commuter Rail Operations and Economics 
The run-through operation also probably saved the commuter rail system from decline and 
possible abandonment.  SEPTA had previously been retrenching railroad operations due to poor 
operating economics and lack of capital investment.  The run-through operation allowed for 
consolidating the network to gain efficiencies in fleet utilization and maintenance, while also 
creating a more attractive product for customers who could now reach many more destinations 
with greater ease. 

Through running vs. Distributed Station Plan 
The run-through operation, while introducing operating efficiencies, has had only a modest reach 
on capturing the region-wide market.  As shown in the above table, fully 91% of SEPTA’s 
commuter rail riders use the system to travel to one of the five CBD stations as compared to 
traveling through the CBD to suburban points (or within suburban points).  However, while 
funding of the tunnel originally envisioned great potential of through running, the investment 
turned out to have even greater value in keeping Philadelphia connected to the greater region 
during times of substantial development pattern change.  Construction of the tunnel enabled 
convenient access to virtually all of Philadelphia’s extended CBD core area and allowed the 
commuter rail system to evolve to keep pace with a changing market.  In a city with a 
significantly smaller local transit system compared to NYC to rely on, construction of the 
commuter tunnel has, by nearly all measures, proved to be a profoundly wise investment. 

 
 



From: Austin Lomax 

Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 4 :59:36 PM 

To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: Comment on EMPIRE STATION COMPLEX PROJECT - Draft Scope of Work 

Dear Empire State Development, 

I am writing to submit comments on the Draft Scope of Work on the Empire Station Complex Project. 

I do not support the proposed Penn Station expansion to build additional tracks and platforms under 30th Street 
and 31st Street. I also do not support the proposed demolishing of the existing buildings within the study area. 
New York City already has many projects to provide additional office space in the short-term - such as the East Midtown 
rezoning, the proposed 2 World Trade Center and 5 World Trade Center buildings in Lower Manhattan, and the second 
phase of the Hudson Yards development. Instead of starting a lengthy, expensive, eminent domain process, the state 
should be looking to improve transportation options in those areas instead of doubling down on focus on Penn Station. 

New York state, Amtrak, and the MTA should work together with New Jersey Transit to build a rai l tunnel connection 
between the existing Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal, and faci litate through-running operations between New 
Jersey Transit and Metro-North Railroad. This new tunnel would not only allow for increased New Jersey Transit service 
to Manhattan in conjunction with the Gateway Project, but it would provide greater transportation value than an expansion 
of Penn Station by providing new transit trips - namely giving New Jersey Transit riders access to the job center in East 
Midtown, and better access to the Bronx and Westchester County, as well as giving Metro-North Harlem Line riders 
access to Penn Station and New Jersey destinations such as Newark Airport. The Penn Station expansion plan is not 
good transportation planning. Transportation plans should focus on being able to provide trips to destinations 
that are not possible today. 

Sincerely, 
Austin Lomax 



From: Brad V <>
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 3:40:26 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireSta on <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: Comments on Dra� Scope of Work - The Empire Sta on Complex

Dear Ms. Teran,

I strongly concur with the comments submitted by the New York Landmarks Conservancy; this is indeed "a profoundly 
anti-urban proposal", and I am vigorously opposed to it. 

One would think, after the bland monstrousness of Hudson Yards has made itself apparent, that more tact and sensitivity 
would be brought to bear when laying out an urban vision.

Instead, the Empire Station Complex proposal seems to licks its chops at the prospect of taking and leveling many blocks 
of the historic, mixed, multivariate urban fabric that makes New York City what it is. That makes the city livable and 
interesting.  That makes it tolerable and engaging for humans.  

When I viewed the renderings and maps in the scoping document, I said aloud: "What is this? 1950?"  Clearly, the 
planners of this project do not deign to use a scalpel at any point to make deft, least-possible-intrusion incisions to heal 
Penn Station with new entrances and infrastructure.  Instead, the mallet is brought out - and the patient looks up in horror 
as it dawns on them: this is probably more about real estate (once again) than about actually addressing transit issues. 
The man behind the mask cares more about the fee than about the urban care.  

The plan as set forth in the draft scope of work is appalling and demonstrates unbounded arrogance and hubris - it seeks 
to metastasize the cancer that killed the old Penn Station out into multiple city blocks.  It seems to forget that human 
beings own property, live, work, pray, and play in a galaxy of buildings that would be erased and replaced with more 
examples of vacuous, mono-cultural, uninspired, bloated architecture that deaden our city.  

And that carbon-footprint-exploding erasure, from what I can tell at this point, would be occurring largely outside the 
democratic process - abusing eminent domain, skirting ULURP and failing to give community members who stand to be 
displaced a real chance to weigh in on a devastating project that clearly does not have their best interests in mind.

The city has made major mistakes like the proposed Empire Station Complex too many times.  It must not do so again.  I 
agree with the Conservancy's calls for a number of specific aspects and impacts of the proposal to be studied in greater 
depth and granularity.  But I would prefer that the proposal and its draft scope of work be withdrawn entirely: go back to 
the drawing board and return with a proposal that shows baseline respect for this city. 

Sincerely, 

Brad Vogel
New York City 

*These views are my own as an individual and are not intended to represent the views of any organizations or groups 
with which I am affiliated.

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
https://protect2.fireeye.com/v1/url?k=36d765b9-6af151e2-36d59c8c-000babd905ee-a6d5b5385250b6d2&q=1&e=0da25e9f-4aa1-4fef-9cdd-c382b450947b&u=https%3A%2F%2Fnylandmarks.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2020%2F08%2FEmpire-Station-Complex-Scoping-8.20.pdf


From: Jim Wright <> 
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2020 8:57 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: Empire Station Complex Project - Draft Scope of Work

Empire State Development,  

I am writing to offer my comments on the Draft Scope of Work dated July 1, 2020.  I have read the Draft Scope document, listened to the Public 
Hearing on July 20, 2020 and read the combined comments issued by Senator Brad Hoylman’s office and his elected colleagues.

As an architect who has devoted most of my career to the design of and advocacy for public transportation, I strongly support efforts to transform 
Penn Station for its constituent multi-modal transportation providers – Amtrak, NJ Transit, LIRR, NYCT and MNRR – and for the public who use it.  
Needless to say, the demolition of the original Penn Station architecture and replacement with Madison Square Garden was a tragic mistake from a 
transportation perspective and as a loss of a great civic structure for the City.  My comments on the ESD proposal follow.

First, I find the neighborhood development proposal as defined in the Draft Scope, which would support major improvements of the transportation 
functions in and around Penn Station, to be insufficiently described to analyze coherently given the ambitions for the project.  While I generally 
support the detailed comments that address the proposed project submitted by Sen. Hoylman and his colleagues, on a larger level their criticisms 
highlight the fallacy in the process that ESD has followed – to supplant what should be a City-led rezoning initiative incorporating a rigorous process 
for public input with an opaque state process which overrides local zoning and urban design regulations resulting in a diagrammatic real estate 
development scheme that is grossly out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.  In effect, this proposal would result in spot rezoning that is 
disconnected from the physical and social context of the neighborhoods that it is part of – adopting some of the worst impulses of 1960s urban 
renewal.  It is worth pointing out that the Draft Scope even uses long-discredited language from 1960s urban renewal in describing the Project Goals 
and Objectives that would – “Eliminate substandard and unsanitary conditions in the Project Area” as a rationale for the project.

Some have said that a NYS-led process is the only realistic way to accomplish a project of this scale.  I would counter that the City successfully 
accomplished as much or more with its recent carefully considered rezonings of the Far West Side and Midtown East in Manhattan.  There was a role 
for NYS in both rezonings, mostly through its transportation agencies, however the responsibility for guiding the above-ground land-use development 
remained with the City.
Second, for a real estate development such as this, conceived to generate massive amounts of funding for the Penn Station transportation 
improvements, the funding commitments must be secured up front prior to the implementation of the private developments.  The Draft Scope barely 
addresses the mechanism for the private-to-public funding transfer. This represents a tremendous risk whether the transportation funding will actually 
materialize when it is needed.
Third, the real estate redevelopment proposal identifies eight sites for redevelopment, six of which are owned by a single real estate firm.  Several 
other sites immediately adjacent to Penn Station are excluded from the scope without explanation, most specifically Two Penn Plaza, also owned by 
the same real estate firm and located above the Seventh Avenue entrance to Penn Station.  A number of sites in the project area owned by others 
are excluded from the project scope.  This selective reliance on a single developer to create up to 16 million SF of commercial building space by 2034 
is highly risky.  Note that the proposal does not allow for mixed commercial/residential development on these sites which may turn out to be a better 
template for the City’s future.  A more flexible, mixed-use neighborhood would also address the current unbalanced night/weekend street-level activity 
deficit resulting from a mono-culture commercial district.
Two other sites directly above the future Penn South Amtrak station would be acquired by eminent domain without an identified development 
process.  This again is highly risky.
And most significantly, Madison Square Garden, a private development located directly above the existing Penn Station concourse is not addressed 
in the Draft Scope.  Previous studies have been done exploring the relocation of Madison Square Garden which would create tremendous 
opportunities to improve Penn Station.  Given that the NYC special permit for the operation of the Garden expires in 2023, the City has leverage to 
negotiate a mutually beneficial full- or partial-relocation of the Garden with its owners.  The City is in the best position to effectuate this negotiation to 
the benefit of Penn Station and the public.
Fourth, the Draft Scope identifies Public Realm Improvements that could be considered in the Project Summary, however omits this in the Goals and 
Objectives section.  The document is vague as to the urban design goals that would be established for the modest public realm improvements that 
are proposed.  Given that a 40% increase in commuters and occupants of the developments is predicted, a much greater focus on pubic space that 
addresses the huge public impacts must be a top priority for a  project of this scale.
In order to create a successful project of this magnitude that achieves the needed transportation goals while creating the framework for a true 
neighborhood revitalization requires a delicate balance of many factors with maximum public input. The current vehicle that ESD has create is not 
adequate to achieve this.  I hope that ESD considers taking a step back and realign with a City-led process that creates a transit-oriented 
development district in coordination with the State so that a successful Penn Station rebirth and neighborhood revitalization can become a reality.
Sincerely, Jim Wright
(Community Board 5 resident)

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
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August 13, 2020 
 
Mr. Eric Gertler 
President & CEO 
Empire State Development 
633 Third Avenue - Floor 37 
New York, NY 10017 
 
Re: Empire Station Complex 
 
Dear Mr. Gertler: 
 
As Suffolk County Executive, representing the more than 1.5 million residents in our county, I 
look for ways to promote economic development in a manner that is consistent with our regional 
transportation and development plan – Connect Long Island – to drive sustainable growth. One 
of the main components of this plan is to support projects that help construct a modern 
transportation system, which improve residents’ quality of life and creating lasting, good-paying 
jobs.  
 
Earlier this year, Governor Cuomo announced plans for a major redevelopment at Penn Station 
titled the Empire Station Complex. In the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic, it is now more vital 
than ever that we use this opportunity to reimagine our transportation system and rebuild these 
assets in a smarter, safer, and more resilient fashion. 
 
Long Islanders, by and large, can agree that the current Penn Station is a nightmare to navigate 
and that an overhaul of the station is long overdue. And as we are all well-aware of, the current 
pandemic has upended our way of life and placed Suffolk County and the entire region in the 
worst economic climate since the Great Depression. Despite the current state of affairs, we have 
an opportunity to create an innovation economy whereby our entire region can benefit.  
 
As New York City and Long Island’s workforce and economy are reliant upon each other, and in 
order for both to recover and grow sustainably, it is vital that our mass transit system adequately 
and efficiently transport our workforce in and out of Manhattan. This is imperative not only for 
New York City, but to enable greater reverse commuting that ultimately attracts and retains a 
talented workforce and young people to our employment centers, major colleges, and 
downtowns.  However, the current state of Penn Station undermines our ability to achieve this 
vision. 
 
 
 



 

H. LEE DENNISON BUILDING    ♦    100 VETERANS MEMORIAL HIGHWAY     ♦    P.O. BOX 6100    ♦    HAUPPAUGE, N. Y. 11788-0099    ♦    (631) 853-4000 

 
Penn Station struggles with consistent delays, overcrowded corridors, overwhelming pedestrian 
traffic, and a lack of modernization to keep up with the metropolitan area’s growth. It is holding 
back our potential and recovery, and makes people’s daily lives infinitely more stressful. Not to 
mention, in a post-COVID world, our transit system must provide commuters with peace of mind 
and a safe commute. 
 
Governor Cuomo’s Empire Station Complex Plan will increase Penn Station’s track capacity and 
widen corridors and platforms to address these shortcomings. It will also dramatically enhance 
Long Islanders’ commuter experience with the LIRR corridor’s significant expansion. The plan 
will also provide a major boost for our economy through the temporary and permanent 
construction jobs that will be generated. It will also bring thousands of construction workers 
back to work immediately while leveraging private sector investment through the creation of 
new commercial space. 
 
A new Penn Station will have a tremendous positive impact for Suffolk County residents now 
and in the future through this job creation, and it will make Penn Station no longer a place to 
avoid. 
 
I fully support Governor Cuomo and the Empire Station Complex plan and hope to see it 
progress quickly. 
 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Steve Bellone 
Suffolk County Executive 
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August 20, 2020  
 
 
Howard Zemsky, President and Chief Executive Officer  
Empire State Development  
625 Broadway  
Albany, NY 12207  
 
Holly Leicht, Executive Vice President  
Real Estate Development and Planning  
Empire State Development  
633 Third Avenue, 37th Floor  
New York, NY 10017  
  
Re:  Empire Station Complex Project (“Project”) Draft Scope of Work  
  
Dear Mr. Zemsky and Ms. Leicht:  
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide our responses and comments on the Draft Scope of 
Work for the proposed Empire Station Complex project (the “Project”) by the Empire State 
Development (“ESD”).  
  
We thank the Governor for focusing his energy on improving Penn Station and the surrounding 
neighborhood which we have the honor of representing. For too long, despite being one of the 
most transit accessible locations in North America, this neighborhood has failed to live up to its 
potential – limited by the poor quality of the public realm – below grade and at grade. People 
cannot comfortably navigate this neighborhood. We’re acutely aware that the goal is not to just 
improve the neighborhood but to re-invest in Penn Station to ensure it can meet the needs of the 
21st Century by supporting economic growth in the region and favoring climate-friendly public 
transit over the private automobile.  
  
This process is a unique opportunity, so we offer these comments in the hope that we can work 
together to create a planning framework that addresses the needs of the very diverse communities 
this area serves:  community residents, office workers, transit riders from all over the region, 
existing companies and new ones that might relocate here.  
  
We believe the following principles will help refine a proposal that balances the needs of these 
different users and will ultimately create the kind of train station and neighborhood that serves 
local as well as regional needs.  
  

1. Prioritize the transit connections & wayfinding below grade. ESD has shared a rough 
development framework but we have yet to see proposed improvements for Penn 
Station.  
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2. Invest in the public realm. If we can ambitiously rethink the public spaces and streets in 
and around Penn Station and prioritize pedestrians, we can address the mistakes of the 
past. This means looking beyond the project boundaries to include Herald Square and 
reclaiming space from cars to give back to pedestrians, buses, and bicycles wherever 
possible.  

3. Take advantage of the multi-modal opportunities. We need to expand bike access to the 
station and in surrounding developments, improve the bike infrastructure north/south and 
east/west, and look to improve bus service on 34th Street so Penn Station can be more 
fully a transit node for different users. 

4. Development needs to include more than office space. A successful district will need to 
include a broader range of uses, including some percentage of affordable housing and 
community uses – including arts and culture, public buildings such as a library, or other 
uses that the community may identify as potential needs. We need to ensure that 
buildings achieve the highest levels of environmental performance and create inviting 
ground floors with public uses – instead of fortress-like office buildings – and design 
guidelines which embrace the architectural legacies of this neighborhood while still 
looking to the future.  

 
Although part of a transit-oriented scheme, there is a lack of detailed transportation solutions, 
improvements to the existing station, and an overall vision for the public realm and pedestrian 
experience. There should be clearer approaches to outlining the capital needs and projecting how 
much revenue would be generated as a result of the proposed development.  
 
With regard to the programming and principal goals, we believe a more careful and multi-modal-
oriented analysis of transportation improvement needs is necessary. Simply adding track capacity 
may not be the solution. As detailed below, for example, a through-running station could be a 
better large-scale investment and should be studied as an alternative.  
 
On a more micro-level, smaller investments may provide ways to address projected capacity 
needs:  extended platforms; better access for riders with disabilities; improved wayfinding and 
combined station signage; better vertical circulation; and widened concourses and corridors with 
better connections to the subways and street. These improvements could achieve, in part, some 
of the same goals as adding tracks and platforms.  
 
In terms of the planning program, we urge a more thoughtful and varied approach to considering 
proposed uses. For example, as we have heard from many in the affected communities, the 
proposal should carefully consider the area’s needs for community facilities and local and 
regional affordable housing.  
 
In summary, the scope as presented to date for this project is too narrow, and it’s too soon to be 
foreclosing on broader opportunities. We need a thoughtful vision of how the below-ground and 
above-ground pieces of the puzzle will fit together. This proposed development will have 
impacts that reach farther than the small radius included in the scope. The ongoing review should 
consider the effects of the project on Hudson Yards, Midtown, and East Midtown.  
 
Lastly, we hope ESD will engage in a robust public engagement framework. A clear process is 
necessary in which stakeholders have a real say in the decision-making process and some 
oversight over the development as it progresses. This process should include local residents, 
elected officials, and other stakeholders, as well as voices from affected transit hubs in the 
region. A proposed, detailed timeline, showing public meetings related to the GPP should be 
presented to the Community Advisory Committee and then finalized with input from 
stakeholders.   
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In considering the below comments, we also ask that you heed the clear and consistent concerns 
that have been raised by those who face the greatest potential impacts over the coming decades. 
They include the comprehensive testimony and recommendations of Community Boards 4 and 5 
in Manhattan. We share many of their concerns and look forward to seeing them addressed in the 
coming months and in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”).  
  
Comments by Task Area  
Tasks 1 & 2, Project Description, Analytical Framework  
Without fully repeating our general perspective above, the project description is based on an 
outmoded, vehicular-focused approach to planning at the expense of the street-scale pedestrian 
experience. At the same time, the proposal provides few specific details on the transit 
improvements that are driving so much of the below-grade project objectives.  
 
In addition, the project area should be expanded, as its shrink-wrapped focus on the existing 
Penn Station and transit facilities reinforces many of the deficiencies arising in the various 
technical analysis areas. A development that proposes an additional 20 million square feet of 
office space will have regional effects, far beyond the specific blocks of the specified project 
area.  
 
Finally, we share the concerns among many constituents that the general vagueness around the 
contemplated zoning overrides is unacceptable. Whatever the merits of a General Project Plan 
approach, it is critical for our communities to clearly understand the extent of what is being 
proposed.  
 

Task 3, Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy  
In light of the ongoing pandemic and its potential effects on immediate land use trends, we note 
our concerns over the scale of the proposed commercial office program. As noted below (Task 

21, Alternatives), we encourage the study and incorporation of various alternative scenarios, 
including but not limited to scenarios which incorporate residential use, along with an affordable 
housing requirement of at least 30%. Re-calibrating the various projections for different uses 
should also trigger a review of opportunities for greater open space, which as originally 
presented, already raises serious concerns over adequacy of supply.  
 
With regard to zoning, and as noted elsewhere, the proposed project should be clearer in terms of 
proposed locations, amounts of floor area, and how – and precisely to what extent – the plan 
varies from existing regulations. Lastly, we recommend that the project framework should 
include mechanisms to limit bulk on specific sites – and to specifically disallow the transfer of 
development potential among sites.  
 

Task 4, Socioeconomic Conditions  
In general, we echo the concerns of our many constituents who question the strength of the 
potential displacement effects on both residential and commercial uses, and both direct and 
indirect effects. Part of this issue, echoed in the Community Facilities commentary, is a concern 
over various social, supportive services geared toward these populations. The Garment Center 
and Koreatown communities, outside the project area but closely connected to it, are two specific 
examples of areas that should be analyzed as part of the DEIS.  
 

Task 5, Community Facilities  
The DEIS should provide an analysis of the displacement of community facility uses, and the 
diminution of social services in particular. Of particular concern is the displacement – among 
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others – of the Antonio Olivieri drop-in center, located on projected Site 2.  We agree with those 
constituents who have called for the prioritization of, and investment in, homeless services.  
 

Task 6, Open Space  
There is a dearth of open space in the project area generally, which will be exacerbated by the 
proposed amount of new development. At minimum, the DEIS should include an analysis of 
open space based on 630 new dwelling units (contemplated as an alternative program for Site 4). 
Any opportunities to maximize open space, including but not limited to Site 2, should be closely 
studied.  
 

Task 7, Shadows  
Our constituents have clearly stated a concern over the contemplated zoning overrides and 
potential bulk modifications of the proposed project overall. In addition to a general request for 
clarification and specificity around those issues, we are concerned about any potential shadow 
impacts, particularly on residential buildings, existing open spaces in the area, and potential 
sunlight-sensitive resources in the vicinity, and on the Farley Complex overall.  
 

Task 8, Historic and Cultural Resources  
As noted in the Draft Scope, the proposed project area includes a number of designated and 
eligible historic resources, and our constituents have roundly called for a robust analysis of the 
potential adaptive re-use of these structures, instead of full demolition. Given that one of the 
City’s most momentous architectural losses occupies the spiritual heart of the proposed project, 
this mandate is all the more critical. Of particular interest is the former Penn Station Service 
Building on West 31st street, and the last remaining piece of McKim, Mead & White’s original 
station, on the block directly south of the current Madison Square Garden/Penn Station block.  
 

Task 9, Urban Design and Visual Resources  
We understand and agree that a detailed analysis must be undertaken. We further recommend 
that such analysis may appropriately take into account a larger study area than is currently 
contemplated. As noted above, we believe the boundaries for analysis for the Project should be 
expanded, and particularly as it addresses view corridors throughout the proposed project area. 
View corridor analyses should include but certainly not be limited to studies of impacts on the 
Empire State Building, given its prominence and proximity to the project area.  
 
Urban design impacts overall, resulting from proposed height and bulk modifications should be 
clearly stated, and diagrammatically shown. Various possibilities, to the greatest extent feasible, 
should be evaluated, and an opportunity for recommendation by the Community Advisory 
Committee should be afforded.  
 
The creation of shared streets should be carefully analyzed. Among other potential application 
areas, West 31st Street between 7th and 8th Avenues should be considered as an area in which to 
expand new green space, thereby limiting the need for sidewalk extensions.  
 

Task 11, Water and Sewer Infrastructure  
The DEIS should analyze ways to separate stormwater and sewage by more efficient means. We 
also note that the North River Water Treatment Plant (the service area of which includes project 
area) is already at or close to capacity, which is of serious concern under the scale of the 
proposed new development. With regard to historical data in this area (as with certain others), we 
also caution that use of 12-month periods that include months during which the City was on 
virtual lockdown may be problematic, and that alternate means of data collection should be 
considered and adopted.  
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Task 13, Energy  
Based on the general goal of limiting energy use to the greatest extent feasible, and consistent 
with the concerns related to climate change (Task 16, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 

Change), we believe the project should explore and incorporate the use of renewable energy 
systems for the proposed buildings.  
 

Task 14, Transportation  
As stated below (Task 21, Alternatives), we note that our constituents have called for the study of 
an alternative development scenario that incorporates through-running options, to the east and 
west, which could potentially obviate the need for station expansion to the south. In addition, as 
presented, the project envisions a 40% increase in capacity, which will have profound effects on 
the above-ground experience covering a broad range of neighborhoods and affected a wide array 
of transportation modes. In particular, the pedestrian experience should be prioritized to a much 
greater degree in terms of both capacity and safety. Sidewalk widening on the streets 
immediately surrounding Penn Station, shared streets and walk lanes, enhanced wayfinding, and 
additional mid-block crossings should be studied, as Community Boards 4 and 5 have noted in 
particular. Additional busways and bike lanes, along with enhanced pedestrian improvements are 
also critical in terms of balancing the needs and priorities of the various modes of transit in and 
around this regional hub.  
 
Echoing the overarching concerns of the project, we also question the need for the proposed 400 
parking spaces, which could come at the expense of other transit-mode improvements, including 
those that encourage and support bicycle usage/sharing.  
 

Task 16, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change  
In addition to a commitment to compliance – at a minimum – with goals and standards consistent 
with Local Law 97, the Project should provide clear descriptions of LEED building requirement 
targets which should be incorporated into each site. This is consistent with our belief that the 
project should encourage and embrace the full range of transit usage options while greatly 
reducing overall greenhouse gas emissions.  
 

Task 20, Construction  
We recommend that a construction task force be created, for oversight purposes, as well as 
consultation with regard to economic benefits over the life of the project, and maximizing 
opportunity for MWBE firm participation, union contracts, and local hiring.  
 

Task 21, Alternatives  
As many of our constituents have noted, the alternative scenarios in the Draft Scope of work are 
insufficient. The following additional Alternatives should be included in the DEIS analysis.  
 

a. At a time when the impacts of certain housing conditions should be at the forefront of our  
policy discussions, it is critical that this project analyze a scenario that includes new 
affordable housing opportunities. One project alternative should analyze the introduction 
of residential use, potentially on Site 1, which is located adjacent to existing residential 
use, and with a minimum 30% affordable housing component.  

b. The DEIS should analyze a scenario which incorporates allowable FARs that are more  
consistent with those in the immediately surrounding zoning districts, including a number 
of Special Districts; this alternative should also analyze the applicability of imposing 
building height limits. As noted throughout these comments, the lack of clarity on 
proposed building heights and zoning overrides is of particular concern to the impacted 
communities.  

c. The DEIS should include an alternative scenario that analyzes the relocation of Madison  
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Square Garden.  
d. The DEIS should also include an alternative scenario that analyzes the implementation  

of through-running options, in both easterly (to Sunnyside) and westerly directions (to 
Secaucus), and whether and to what extent such options could mitigate or eliminate the 
need for south-ward expansion of below-grade station infrastructure.  

  
In the weeks and months ahead, we look forward to working collaboratively through the 
Community Advisory Committee, and alongside our respective communities and appropriate 
City agencies and with ESD, to further explore these issues as this project moves forward. 
 
Sincerely,  

  
Corey Johnson 
New York City Council Speaker 

Gale A. Brewer 
Manhattan Borough President 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Testimony on Empire Station Complex Project 
U. S. Representative Carolyn B. Maloney, U.S. Representative Jerrold Nadler, 

State Senator Brad Hoylman, State Senator Robert Jackson, 
Assembly Member Richard N. Gottfried 

Wednesday, July 22, 2020 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Draft Scope of Work 
for the Empire Station Complex Project.  
 
Overview 
 
Our districts, which cover portions of the neighborhood in and around Penn Station 
and the proposed expansion, have seen enormous residential and commercial growth 
over the last two decades. The increase in scale and density on Manhattan’s West Side 
as a result of rezonings and development has led to a dramatic increase in the number 
of people who live and work around Penn Station and who rely on this transit hub.  
 
The priority of the draft scope of work needs to be to create a transit hub for the City 
and surrounding areas that drastically reduces greenhouse gas emission and 
encourages multimodal use of public transit.  
 
The proposal lacks a commitment to both the commercial and residential tenants that 
will be displaced as a result of this project, and to meeting the needs for community 
facilities, public space, or affordable housing.  
 
The Empire Station Project is an opportunity to reimagine transportation and use it as a 
way to address a myriad of interconnected societal issues such as homelessness, 
affordable housing, and access to public space. 

 
What follows are key areas that we believe require further study. Many of these ideas 
are expanded upon in the testimonies submitted by Manhattan Community Boards 4 
and 5. We urge Empire State Development to thoroughly review CB4 and CB5’s 
thoughtful testimonies. As the communities most impacted by Penn Station and its 
operations, CB4 and CB5’s detailed comments deserve the highest consideration. 



Land Use Zoning and Public Policy  
 
ESD must incorporate greatly increased mixed-use affordable housing into the plan, 
particularly at Sites 1 and 4, but should also consider other sites located in both CD4 
and CD5. Relocation of the displaced residents and commercial tenants should be 
considered in this analysis as well. As increased residential use is incorporated, the 
scope should include an assessment of how this will change the need for schools, 
healthcare, C1 commercial, and other neighborhood facilities. 
 
The scope should examine how Madison Square Garden can be incorporated so as not 
to be an impediment, or moved within the neighborhood so as to support the 
transportation goals of a modernized Penn Station. We ask that ESD continue to consult 
MSG in this endeavor. 
 
As a regional hub that serves commuters from multiple states, the availability and 
incorporation of federal funding should be examined. Alternatives to the sale of 
development rights should be examined and the Scope should prove that alternative 
funding mechanisms are not available. We would like a clear plan for the transfer of air 
rights, should the air rights not sell, to ensure that the high density burden does not fall 
on unsuspecting places in our communities. We also request that the plan include an 
alternative to spread the transfer of development rights outside the immediate area, 
mitigating the potential for increasing overdevelopment of this area. 
 
The Draft Scope discusses ESD overrides of existing zoning and local law. The Scope 
should include a description of the existing zoning with the proposed overrides. The 
Scope should also discuss approximate building height in the context of number of 
stories (besides FAR) so that the public can better understand what is being proposed. 

 
Socioeconomic Conditions 
 
Increased study and alternatives for current commercial and residential tenants must be 
examined. The Scope must identify how many of these sites are rent stabilized or under 
other affordable housing programs. We disagree with the analysis that only 200 people 
will be impacted with residential displacement. More than 200 people live within a 
one-quarter mile radius of the Project Area and analysis should include the impact of 
likely rising rents on these residents.  
 
 
 



Community Facilities 
 
The proposed reduction of 190,000 square feet of community facilities will impact the 
users of the numerous nonprofits and social services institutions in the area. 
Organizations that will be displaced include the heavily-used Antonio Olivieri Drop-in 
Center, the New York Restoration Project, and the Wounded Warrior Project, on Site 2, 
and Touro College on Site 1. The organizations that provide critical social services in the 
community, including those for homeless individuals, should be considered an integral 
part of the Complex and have free or nominal rent in exchange for the services they 
provide. The displacement of social services, affordable units and small businesses must 
be studied and temporary locations during construction, on-site replacements and 
potential additions must be proposed. Other nonprofits should receive assistance in 
relocating if on-site locations cannot be found, at a nominal or subsidized rent. 
 
A study of the need for community facilities in an expanded Secondary Study area 
should also be conducted to determine what public amenities are necessary to support 
the inevitable influx of more people. Especially in CD4, there is a deficit of school seats, 
child care facilities, and medical facilities, as well as a need for more open space. 
Creative uses should be explored, such as a museum on Penn Station history, meeting 
spaces for community organizations, and spaces for events and town hall meetings. 
 
Open Space 
 
The open space analysis should be conducted for both residential and commercial 
needs, as the plan will be adding many new populations to the area from the high 
density commercial buildings, shoppers and new retail, commuters, and new residents 
from the surrounding community. The open space proposed at Site 2 is insufficient to 
meet this future growth. It is important that tree planting and opportunities to “green” 
the open space be studied, as this creates another opportunity to improve air quality as 
well as the pedestrian experience of the areas. 

 
Shadows 
 
The DEIS should include a shadow analysis to measure impacts on low-scale residential 
buildings, such as Penn South and on West 30th Street. 
 
 
 
 



Historic and cultural resources 
 
The demolition of the original Penn Station was one of the greatest architectural losses 
our city has ever seen. Future redevelopment of this area should keep that history in 
mind when dealing with the remaining historical buildings in the project area. 
Adaptive reuse of these buildings merits consideration, such as the current electrical 
facility on West 31st Street that contains the last remnant of the original Penn Station. 

 
Urban design and visual resources 
 
The scope should examine how to avoid the obstruction of views to the Empire State 
Building and other key aesthetic structures of the City streetscape. 
 
Water and Sewer Infrastructure 
 
This project allows for an opportunity to address the City’s combined sewer overflows 
during large storms. The scope should examine ways to separate stormwater and 
sewage, allowing for stormwater to be directed to the Hudson River while sewage goes 
to treatment facilities. The Scope should also examine ways to reuse “gray water” and 
examine how water use can be as efficient as possible.   
 
Solid Waste and Sanitation 
 
We understand that there will be an assessment of solid waste and sanitation services 
for the Proposed Project, and we fully support this measure. The impact of new and 
existing commercial waste must be determined. Entry and exit points for the waste as 
well as locations for trash storage must also be investigated. In order to minimize the 
number of curb cuts, the opportunity to share sanitation and delivery infrastructure 
should be studied. Source separation containers should be widely available for 
pedestrians and Penn Station users. 
 
Energy 
 
The goals of all energy studies should be to limit energy use as much as possible, 
particularly the use of fossil fuels . The Scope should include alternatives that prioritize 
carbon neutrality and carbon negativity. A study should examine utilizing renewable 
energy sources and whether the proposed buildings could be an energy creation hub 
for other parts of the district.  
 



Consideration should be given not just to energy usage of the buildings themselves, but 
to the energy impact of people getting to and from the area. This means that the study 
should consider the current and future demands for cyclists, for-hire vehicles, as well as 
how congestion pricing in the city will further reduce vehicular usage and impact 
alternate modes of transportation. This corresponds to our later comments on 
transportation and parking, with the goal being to incentivize and facilitate easy use of 
low energy transportation models. 
 
Study area 
 
For a project proposing a 40% increase in density and a 40% increase in commuters, the 
study area is insufficient to fully understand the impacts of the increases in an already 
dense environment.  The Primary Study Area should be the quarter mile radius 
currently proposed as the Secondary Area, while the Secondary Area should be a half 
mile radius.  The Secondary Area also needs to consider the impact of the Hudson 
Yards rezoning and the replacement and expansion of the Port Authority Bus Terminal.   
 
Traffic and street improvements 
 
New York Penn Station is the busiest rail hub in North America, utilized by high 
volumes of commuters, local residents and visitors to our city. As a 21st century project, 
the priority should be  on the pedestrian and commuter experience over a more 
car-centric view, and the scope of this project must reflect that. To that end:  
 

● The Ninth Avenue bike lane should be a protected bike lane between 30th and 
33rd Streets. 

● The Scope should study the possibility of overflow congestion onto 28th Street if 
30th Street receives new entrances to the station.  The study should include the 
intersections of 28th Street with Eighth and Ninth Avenues.   

● Site 1 is currently utilized as an outdoor bus terminal by a long-distance bus 
company.  As there are no relocation sites in the study area, what alternate 
facility will be offered to the bus terminal? 

● Study the creation of further shared streets on 31st Street between Seventh and 
Ninth Avenues. 

● The Scope should examine alternatives for For Hire Vehicles loading/unloading 
locations such as on 33rd Street rather than Eighth Avenue. 

 
 
 



Rail and transit improvements 
 
We share CB5’s concern that the presentation of this land use plan as separate from the 
transportation plans for Penn Station are troubling and create a situation in which land 
use strategy does not adequately coordinate with the transportation goals of this 
project. The scope should be revised to include the transportation train hub and not just 
the land use goals. Additionally, the Scope should:  
 

● Study the possibility of through running trains east to Sunnyside Yards. 
● Study the effects of increased subway ridership from both this project and the 

nearby expansion of the Port Authority Bus Terminal, particularly on the E line 
which pre-COVID was at maximum capacity. 

● Evaluate existing capacity of subway entrances and exits along Eighth Avenue, 
the impact of increased foot traffic to Hudson Yards and what improvements 
will be necessary to facilitate an efficient flow of pedestrian traffic.   

● Investigate how ADA compliance with all transit connections can be conducted 
such that elevators, escalators, platforms, and other means of access are included 
in the plan and study all possible locations for new ADA compliant elevators. 
Stringent service level agreements must be kept between developers and the 
MTA to keep facilities and all means of access in good working order, including 
the new ADA compliant elevator planned for Site 7. Access to public 
transportation systems and platforms should include ADA-compliant 
wayfinding signage, accessible signals, ramps, and tactile guide. Bus stations 
should feature a barrier-free design.  

● Study connections to Grand Central Station. 
● Study possible busways that can facilitate easy access to Penn Station. 

 
Pedestrians 
 
To increase pedestrian safety and experience we note: 
 

● The project proposal to widen the sidewalks on West 30th and 31st Streets, and 
on Eighth Avenue between these streets is insufficient to meet future demand, 
especially taking into consideration the massive growth underway in residential 
and commercial space to the west (Hudson Yards and Manhattan West).   

● The Scope should study the effects of the new Port Authority Bus Terminal plus 
the enlarged Penn Station on the currently over-capacity sidewalks between 
Eighth and Ninth Avenues up to 42nd Street, including the possibility of “walk 
lanes” in the roadway. 



● The Scope should study the possibility of creating mid-block crossings 
surrounding Moynihan Train Hall on West 31st and West 33rd Street and a 
mid-block raised pedestrian crossing on Ninth Avenue in front of the train hall. 

● Shared streets can present a particular challenge for people with vision 
disabilities. Stakeholders, i.e., people with vision disabilities and advocacy 
groups that represent their interests, should be consulted to determine how these 
potential difficulties in the shared streets may be mitigated. 
 

Parking 
 
We encourage ESD to review and incorporate CB4’s analysis and suggestions on 
parking. There should be significant space provided for non-car transit including 
bicycle parking and bike sharing. 
 
Greenhouse gas emissions/climate change 
 
Proposals must comply with Local Law 97, the law to reduce the city’s overall carbon 
emissions 80 percent by 2050. The environmental impact of these buildings are going to 
be significant, and only proposals that comply with the local law should be considered. 
 
Noise and air quality mitigation  
 
The scope should include a study on the impact on local residents of noise and air 
quality during the construction process and include mitigation measures. Heavy nearby 
residential areas of concern would be West 30th Street and Penn South. 
 
Public health 
 
While this station will ultimately be completed in a post-COVID era, consideration 
should be given to how a new site can reduce spread of illness and also consider the 
potential future need for social distancing in all aspects of the project. Studies on how 
Post-COVID work practices will impact office environments should be considered. All 
areas within the project need to be designed in a way that facilitate social distancing, 
including transit passageways, public space and building entrances.   
 
 
 
 
 



Neighborhood character 
 
We recommend that the community boards be consulted in creating an understanding 
of what the existing neighborhood character is, and what it should be after this 
development is complete.  
 
Construction 
 
Empire Station should be a model in how it impacts transportation for generations to 
come, but also in how it is constructed: the construction work done on this project must 
prioritize MWBEs, union contracts and $15 minimum wage and these priorities must be 
included in the Scope of work.  
 
Alternatives 
 
As required under SEQRA, ESD has to put forth alternative proposals. Alternatives 
need to include substantial affordable housing and social services. Alternatives to the 
sale of development rights should be examined as well as an alternative to spread the 
transfer of development rights outside the immediate area, mitigating the potential for 
increasing overdevelopment of this area. Alternatives with decreased FAR should be 
studied, including CB4’s proposal.  
 
Mitigation 
 
In addition to consulting with relevant agencies to identify and mitigate significant 
adverse impacts in the areas discussed above, mitigation measures should be developed 
and coordinated with Community Boards 4 and 5.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Our intent is for the Empire Station Project to be a multi-modal, environmentally sound 
and sustainable transit hub that leads the way in meeting the needs of both the 
surrounding community and the region.   
 
Thank you for this opportunity to testify, and we look forward to working 
collaboratively with ESD and the community to identify creative, sustainable, and 
innovative proposals for the expansion and renovation of Penn Station. 
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Stacey Teran 
Empire State Development 
633 Third Avenue, 37th Floor 
New York, NY 10017 
 
August 20, 2020 
 
Dear Ms. Teran: 
 
The New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, on behalf of the City of New 
York, submit the following comments on the Empire Station Complex Project Draft Scope of 
Work dated July 2020 (DSoW) concerning the Empire Station Complex Project (the Proposed 
Project).  
 
The City of New York shares the core goals of the Empire Station Complex project: a refurbished 
and expanded Penn Station that safely accommodates the next generation of passengers, revitalizes 
the district that surrounds it, and establishes a civic identity and regional gateway into the city. 
This Draft Scope of Work represents an important first step toward accomplishing these goals. The 
ambitious vision that this scope reflects will require further development and there are still critical 
questions that must be answered.  High among those is the financial feasibility of the project; the 
City has not yet been afforded an opportunity to review and understand the State’s and transit 
agencies’ financing plan for the project. The City looks forward to continuing that work alongside 
Empire State Development (ESD), affected stakeholders, and the local community. Through this 
environmental review process, the City will seek to ensure that proposed public benefits and 
mitigations are commensurate with anticipated development and impacts. To that end, please see 
comments from City agencies on the Draft Scope of Work below: 
 
Transit 
The Empire Station Complex should provide much needed transit improvements to the area. The 
existing Penn Station transportation system provides connections from New Jersey Transit, 
Amtrak, and Long Island Railroad, to the city’s IND 8th Avenue (A, C, E) subway line and the IRT 
7th Avenue (1, 2, 3) line. The IND 6th Avenue (B, D, F, V) line, the BMT Broadway (N, Q, R, W) 
line and PATH are located one block to the east in Herald Square and Greeley Square. Many of 
these existing subway station platforms and stairways are already at or near capacity during peak 
hour volumes. The proposed development scenario of increased commercial office space will add 
more people and create more impacts in an already crowded system. The proposed transit 
improvements should alleviate congestion, add capacity and create direct connections where 
appropriate. 
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1. Penn-Greeley Passageway 
The proposed Penn-Greeley Passageway is a new east-west connector from the 7th Avenue 
IRT into the 6th Avenue and Broadway Subway lines and PATH. This is a critical 
passageway as the majority of users leaving Penn Station travel north and east and 
additional development will increase ridership on the 7th and 8th Avenue subway lines. 
Therefore, it is vital to create strong pedestrian connections – both above and below ground 
– between Penn Station and Herald and Greeley Squares. 
 

2. Eastern Concourse 
The proposed Eastern Concourse is an important below grade connector that would be a 
direct passageway from Penn Station, the new Terminal, across 7th Avenue to the eastern 
end of 7th Avenue, moving northward below grade through development sites up to 34th 
Street. This would greatly improve commuter movements to the north and east with a direct 
below grade connection. The Eastern Concourse would connect to the new Penn-Greeley 
Passageway.  
 

3. Penn Station 
The Penn Station Master Plan should provide for significant improvements to the existing 
Penn Station environment and improved transit connections to subways and rail.  
 

Public Realm 
The integration of the Empire Station Complex into the surrounding and neighboring communities 
requires attention to the public realm that weaves them together. The public realm plan should 
outline a vision for transforming an area of the city currently defined by its collection of crowded 
sidewalks, congested roadways, lackluster open spaces, and cacophony of signage into a dynamic 
and vibrant district that is shaped by a robust network of public spaces that emphasize place and 
pedestrian movement, and that is defined by public life. 
 

4. Herald Square and Greeley Square 
While the City appreciates that the Proposed Project incorporates the City’s 
recommendation to include avenues and cross streets, the Project Area should be expanded 
to include public improvements at Herald Square, Greeley Square and Broadway. The City 
has recorded intense latent demand for public space in the area as a result of previous 
expansions. Improvements along Broadway will provide more space for improved station 
access, greatly enhance public space for the thousands of people working and shopping in 
the area and, create an iconic gateway to the new Empire Station Complex. The City 
reiterates that construction of these vibrant and energetic plaza spaces as part this project 
are vital to creating a livable district that will attract both visitors and economic investment. 

 
5. Sidewalk Improvements 

In general, sidewalk improvements should extend from 30th Street to 36th Street, to 
encompass all of the entrances and exits to Empire Station. Existing sidewalks are already 
at or over capacity so expanding and improving pedestrian infrastructure is critical to 
maintaining safety and quality of life in the growing district. Sidewalks should be a 
minimum of 30 feet wide along avenues and 20 feet wide along crosstown streets. The 
program plan should specify whether sidewalk widening will be implemented through 
building setbacks or extending into the street. 
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6. Shared Streets 
Shared Street designs allow for flexible time of day management to accommodate peaks 
in pedestrian, cyclist, and delivery activity, while maintaining a high-quality experience 
for people as they move through the district. Shared Streets should be created along East 
33rd Street from 9th Avenue to 6th Avenue, and East 32nd Street from 7th Avenue to 6th 
Avenue surrounding 15 Penn and Manhattan Mall (Block 808).  

 
7. Bike Lanes 

It is essential that the design of streets in the city’s core incorporate protected bike lanes 
and the City appreciates the inclusion of such lanes on 7th and 8th Avenues, as well as 31st 
Street in the DSoW. Build-out of the protected bicycle lane on 9th Avenue should be added. 
As the City has highlighted, the usefulness of these lanes will be greatly increased by 
extending the network beyond the few blocks of the project area, and this should be 
accommodated in the scope to the extent possible. Grade-separated protected bike lanes are 
needed along these corridors to ensure safe space for cycling apart from heavy vehicular 
volumes. These lanes will complement the growing bike network in Midtown, which sees 
more than 12,500 Citi Bike trips daily and where the bike commuting mode share is double 
that in the rest of the city. 

 
8. Curb Management: Loading and Bike Parking 

To the maximum extent feasible, loading should be accommodated off-street. On-street 
loading should be managed through creative street design and curb regulations in order to 
minimize impacts on safety and mobility. Designs should also strongly encourage off-hour 
deliveries to boost efficiency of streets and loading in the district. Street design should also 
incorporate opportunities for bike parking to encourage and accommodate multi-modal 
trips. High-capacity bike parking and storage for both private bikes and shared bikes should 
be required within buildings and interior public spaces, outside of the right of way, and 
planned so it might mitigate overcrowding on subways that are used for access and egress 
from Penn Station to other areas in Midtown and adjacent neighborhoods. 

 
9. Open Space 

The Proposed Project should create significant and signature open spaces in the area for 
neighboring communities, workers, and visitors by establishing a network of spaces that is 
responsive to, and that can help facilitate the movement of commuters in the area. This is 
an important opportunity to create significant public spaces that will encourage a balance 
of users and integrate the needs of residents, commuters, pedestrians, bicyclists, and make 
the streets safe for all users. The City notes that skybridges that cross streets or public open 
spaces are generally contrary to the goal of creating a vibrant and active ground level 
pedestrian environment and should be avoided. Additionally, the visual clutter of signage 
that has come to exemplify this area, detracts from the character of the neighborhood and 
confuses legibility and wayfinding more broadly. Improvements to transit, streets, open 
space, signage, and sidewalks that accommodate greater numbers of people and allow them 
to circulate more clearly, efficiently and safely through the district are all the more 
important as we plan for a postpandemic city. 

 
10. Block 780 

The new terminal should be a facility of enduring quality and superior design that inspires 
a sense of civic pride in stark contrast with the existing Penn Station. 
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11. Intermodal Network and Connections 

Create and improve connection between bus, pedestrian, and bicycle modes of 
transportation while integrating transit and public realm improvements.  

 
Infrastructure and Environment 
 

12. Combined Sewer System 
Based on the City’s analysis, the Proposed Project would likely result in an increase of 4.41 
cfs of sanitary flow to the adjacent sewers based on the program plan. A hydraulic analysis 
of the existing sewer system will likely be required prior to the submittal of the Site 
Connection Proposal Application (SCP) to determine whether the existing sewer system is 
capable of supporting higher density development and related increase in wastewater flow, 
or whether there will be a need to upgrade the existing sewer system. In addition, the project 
area is a large-scale development in Midtown Manhattan with aging sewers with many 
potential conflicts. As part of the New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
(NYCDEP) site connection approval process, the development must be in compliance with 
the required storm water release rate. 

 
13. Water System 

The proposed development would generate a water demand of more than 1 mgd. Existing 
infrastructure should be able to handle the water demand. In addition, there are plans to 
upgrade water mains within the project area. 
 

14. Environmental Review 
If the improvements to Penn Station are connected to the Proposed Project, as the DSOW 
suggests, the City recommends that the cumulative effect of the above-referenced capacity 
upgrades, public transportation and public realm improvements should be accounted for in 
the environmental review, if appropriate, by the 2038 analysis year.  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft Scope of Work. The Empire 
Station Complex will facilitate a vital transportation infrastructure project that aids the city’s and 
region’s economic recovery, bring a new, revitalized and expanded transit center to the center of 
New York City, and provide essential improvements to transit and the pedestrian realm. This 
project is also an excellent opportunity to create a renewed sense of civic pride with modern 
transportation infrastructure at the location of the demolished Penn Station train shed. We remain 
ready to collaborate with the ESD on the continued refinement of the proposal. If you have any 
questions concerning these comments, please contact me at hsemel@cityhall.nyc.gov. 
  

Sincerely, 
  

Hilary Semel 
 

 
  

Assistant to the Mayor 
 



From: Simeon Bankoff <>
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 4:33 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireSta on
Subject: Comments Upon the proposed Empire Sta on Complex

Ms. Stacey Teran

Empire State Development

633 Third Avenue, 37th floor

New York, NY 10017

Dear Ms. Teran,

The Historic Districts Council is the citywide advocate for New York’s historic neighborhoods and buildings. HDC has
been monitoring development proposals affecting the Madison Square Garden/Penn Station transit hub for over 10 years
with an eye towards affecting the preservation of the area’s historic resources and ensuring that any plans enacted
respect and enhance this midtown neighborhood. While we are pleased that Governor Cuomo has made the revitalization
of the transit hub a priority, we are stunned by the brute force tactics being suggested to make this happen, and feel that
thoughtful discussion and deliberate consideration of the area’s existing historic  fabric cannot be properly accomplished
under these circumstances, especially considering the extreme public health crisis which we are all still grappling with. 
An appropriate manner to properly assess the effects of this proposal would begin a State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQRA) analysis of the project site AND the standard 400 foot Area of Potential Effect (APE) – although considering
the possible impacts of the potential heights of the proposed developments, we would strongly recommend pushing that
boundary to 1,000 feet or possibly broader. It is by no means possible to assess the impact a development this massive
could have on the tightly-knit urban fabric of Midtown Manhattan without a detailed analysis – and it is irresponsible
planning to even begin this process without such analysis. Regardless of the letter of the specific underlying procedural
legislation, the intent of planning is to attempt to foresee the impacts of action, in this case governmental land use
decisions. This proposal does not meet those standards and should be halted until at least those standards can be
satisfied.

Absent real details, HDC can only comment upon the perceived intent of this proposal and that intent is grim.  This
proposal revisits the failed notions of Moses-era Project Planning without even Moses-era design regulation. It grants
private interests carte blanche to reimagine a very large area of Manhattan to fit their profit-driven dreams. It allows
government to  abrogates its responsibility to serve as a steward of the public realm and hyper-charges private interests’

ability to reshape real estate into the most self-profitable form possible. This strategy runs perilously close to the precipice 
of civic graft and when so many of the decisions are made without transparency and accountability, and when the 
audacious scope of this project seems to only be suitable for a few possible profiteers – this is bad urban planning. And 
bad urban planning is bad for cities – if planners learned nothing else from the post-war decades, they learned this. One 
need only look at the scars inflicted on America’s cities between 1950 – 1985 to see that truth. As a culture, we have 
spent the last 25 years building back and trying to heal the wounds of earlier bad ideas. We cannot allow them to be 
repeated again.

Please halt this process and reimagine as something which would benefit the existing urban landscape. Let the 
community and stakeholders have a meaningful voice in developing this project to benefit the city.

Sincerely,
Simeon Bankoff
Executive Director
Historic Districts Council
www.hdc.org

https://www.google.com/maps/search/633+Third+Avenue,+37th+floor++%0D%0A+New+York,+NY+10017?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/633+Third+Avenue,+37th+floor++%0D%0A+New+York,+NY+10017?entry=gmail&source=g


The Garment District Alliance
209 West 38th Street
2nd Floor
New York, NY 10018

212.764.9600
garmentdistrictnyc.com

July 20, 2020

Stacey Teran
Empire State Development
633 Third Avenue, 37th Floor
New York, NY 10017

To whom it may concern,

I am writing on behalf of the Garment District Alliance to express support for Empire State 
Development’s proposal to create a transit-oriented commercial district centered around an 
expanded and improved Penn Station. While the project area does not fall within the Garment 
District, it is directly adjacent to it, and it serves as the main gateway into the neighborhood. 
This proposal runs parallel to the Garment District Alliance’s mission, which is to improve the 
quality of life and economic vitality of our neighborhood. 

Today, Penn Station and the surrounding area are not befitting of a world class city, and certainly 
not up to the standards that should be expected for the busiest rail station in North America. 
The improvements this proposal would bring are critical. Outside of the station, the street-level 
experience is poor. Hundreds of thousands of people visit the area each day on foot, yet the 
area is still very car-oriented. We support the public realm improvements in this proposal and 
encourage the project team to make pedestrians the focal point of the design, as is the case 
with all world class transit hubs.

Given the current fiscal crisis unfolding at all levels of government, creative funding for 
infrastructure is more critical than ever. Using redevelopment of the eight commercial sites to 
fund the project offers a path forward. When combined with the development of Hudson Yards 
and Moynihan Train Hall, this project will also make West Midtown a more attractive place to 
do business.

Given that the Penn Station area forms part of the gateway to the Garment District and in fact 
to all of New York City for hundreds of thousands of people a day, this is a critical project that 
would improve the region’s transportation system and benefit Midtown Manhattan. We firmly 
support this project and we are excited to see it move forward.

Sincerely,

Barbara A. Blair
President



 

 
 

Testimony by PCAC Planning Manager Bradley Brashears 
Empire Station Complex Draft Scope of Work 

Empire State Development Public Meeting, July 20, 2020 
 
Good afternoon, I’m Bradley Brashears Planning Manager at the Permanent Citizens Advisory 
Committee to the MTA (PCAC). Thank you for this opportunity to speak. While we – and 
650,000 daily commuters – are looking forward to a new and much improved Penn Station, we 
have questions and concerns on behalf of riders of NYC Transit, Long Island Rail Road, and 
Metro-North Railroad. 

First, after this meeting there will be a 30-day public comment period, extended from the 
original 10-days. While that’s a good start, we believe there should be a 45-day public comment 
period to allow more time and for more respondents. The comment period also needs to be 
adequately advertised to ensure maximum participation.  

Despite these concerns, we believe that overall, this format will allow for meaningful public 
involvement and provide a platform to raise questions and concerns like the following: 

• COVID-19 will change the way people travel and commute and should be considered in 
planning for the Complex. How will factors like telecommuting and staggered working 
hours be considered in the development of and operating procedures for the Complex? 
Are ridership projections being reevaluated? 

• With nine additional tracks and five new platforms, will the four carriers – Amtrak, LIRR, 
NJT, and Metro-North get “dedicated” tracks, or will they all be sharing? Who gets 
priority? And how will this be affected by Metro-North’s Penn Access? 

• Even though Moynihan Train Hall will be primarily utilized for Amtrak, platforms will not 
be extended west from their current positions. This means potentially long walks 
underground for customers. Will platform extensions be considered? 

• Value-capture will fund the additional tracks to the south of Penn Station. Once the 
agreements are executed for the expansion and improvements, what funding 
mechanism will be used for ongoing maintenance of the Complex? 

• What happens if eminent domain does not go through? 
• What plans are there for signage for customers using the complex?  
• Will Penn Station expansion be delayed if the Hudson River and East River Tunnels are 

not repaired in a timely manner?  

These and so many other questions are important. Therefore, once again we urge you to 
conduct a more robust public comment period to adequately hear from groups like ours, 
commuters, and those affected by the development of the Empire Station Complex. Thank you! 



From: Peter Brereton <> 
Sent: Monday, August 3, 2020 10:03 AM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: Empire station project letter of support

Peter Brereton: Council Representative, NYCDCC 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Peter Brereton <>
Date: July 24, 2020 at 9:20:35 AM EDT
To: "Brad Lander <>; Stephen Levin <>; meugene-council <>; District41-council <>; AskJB-council
<>; AskKalman-council <>; District45-council <>; Alan Maisel <>; Mark Treyger <>; Chaim Deutsch <>; 
Deborah Rose <>; Steven Matteo ;" <>
Subject: Empire station project letter of support

 My representatives,
My name is Peter Brereton, Council representative for the new York city and vicinity District Council of 
Carpenters. Today I write to you to express my support for the proposed “Empire Station Complex” State of 
the State initiative. In an effort to integrate public transportation, this project will revitalize New York’s 
Pennsylvania station.The proposed project would generate revenue to help fund improvements to Penn 
station and support economic growth in New York City and the region by providing substantial new high 
density commercial development proximate to Penn station and public transportation. Also the proposed

project would support the improvement and expansion of Pennsylvania station. New York City can do this, 
we can do this!
Sincerely 

Peter Brereton: Council Representative, NYCDCC

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
mailto:lander@council.nyc.gov
mailto:slevin@council.nyc.gov
mailto:meugene@council.nyc.gov
mailto:District41@council.nyc.gov
mailto:AskJB@council.nyc.gov
mailto:AskKalman@council.nyc.gov
mailto:District45@council.nyc.gov
mailto:amaisel@council.nyc.gov
mailto:mtreyger@council.nyc.gov
mailto:cdeutsch@council.nyc.gov
mailto:drose@council.nyc.gov
mailto:smatteo@council.nyc.gov
mailto:simonj@nyassembly.gov
mailto:simonj@nyassembly.gov
mailto:montgome@nysenate.gov
mailto:montgome@nysenate.gov
mailto:bbrady@nycdistrictcouncil.org
mailto:Eric@nycdcc.onmicrosoft.com


From: Hells Kitchen Block Association
Sent: Sunday, July 5, 2020 11:31 AM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: July 20 Public Scoping Hearing

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails.

Hello,

I wil be attending the hearing on July 20th. Can you send me your presentation materials in advance of the hearing?
I am the president of Hell’s Kitchen Block Association, representing West 33rd St - West 36th Street between 8th and 10th 
avenues.

Thank you.

Julia Campanelli

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
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City Club Comments  

on the Scope of Work for the  

Environmental Impact Statement for the  

Empire Station Project 
 

 

The City Club of New York promotes thoughtful urban land use policy that responds to the 
needs of all New Yorkers. We provide a forum for public discussion of development issues 
affecting the urban environment and advocate vigorously for solutions that best serve the 
greater good. 

 

The Empire Station project is intended to use development of eight sites adjacent to Penn 
Station, in a way loosely modeled on the rezoning of East Midtown, to fund improvements to 
Penn Station and its subway stations and to create through eminent domain three sites along 
the south side of Penn Station to accommodate the southern expansion of the station.  This 
complements a master plan being prepared by others for the improvement of Penn Station and 
the Gateway project, also being prepared by others, that is planned to add two tracks under the 
Hudson River and eventually include the expansion of the station to the south. 

 

The Empire Station project raises many issues, including two that the City Club has dealt with in 
the past: 

• The improper use of zoning to raise revenue as opposed to guiding land use, and 
• The most effective routing of the new tracks under the Hudson River. 

The City Club criticized the rezoning of East Midtown as zoning-for-dollars.  We prepared a 
paper, A Better Path for East Midtown, a version of which was published in CityLaw and then in 
CityLand.  See:  https://www.citylandnyc.org/better-path-east-midtown/  Although the material 
provided so far does not explain how value-capture would work at Penn Station, as an 
alternative to zoning-for-dollars we suggested consideration of a tax increment district.  Tax 
increment districts capture an increment of the natural increase in real estate taxes as the value 
of property increases and uses that revenue to pay for the public improvements that cause the 
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increase in value.  This means that all of the properties that benefit from the improvements help 
pay for them rather than only new buildings.  Such an alternative also reduces the incentive to 
encourage the development of exceptionally large buildings in order to maximize the amount of 
dollars they yield.  Zoning would remain an important tool to obtain elements of the improved 
public realm primarily in new buildings as they are developed. 

 

Some two years ago the City Club organized a panel to discuss the routing of the two new 
tracks planned under the Hudson River connecting New Jersey and Penn 
Station.  See:  https://cityclubny.org/regional-rail-trunk-line-follow-up/  Among the alternatives to 
enlarging Penn Station to the south was more effective use of thru-running by continuing LIRR 
service into New Jersey and NJ Transit service into Long Island and providing a track 
connection between Penn Station and Grand Central to allow the NJ Transit trains using the 
southernmost tracks in Penn Station to continue to Grand Central, avoiding reversing them in 
Penn Station, providing east side access for NJ Transit, and reducing dwell times at Penn 
Station.  Such an alternative would remove the need for condemnation to create sites 1, 2, and 
3 along the south side of Penn Station to accommodate its southern expansion. 

 

Tax Increment Financing 

 

A tax increment finance district would capture a portion of the increase in land value resulting 
from the improvement of Penn Station.  This would not be an additional charge on real estate  
(as would be the case with a Business Improvement District) but a segregation of part of the 
natural increase in real estate taxes.  That portion would be calculated to allow funding of 
improvements to the publicly owned portion of the public realm – particularly those that would 
more graciously integrate Penn Station with adjacent subway stations and nearby buildings.  
The use of tax increment funds should be limited to capital investments and not allowed for 
operating costs. 

 

Tax increment financing (TIF) is a financing mechanism that links new private and public 
development to infrastructure needs.  It works by designating a geographically delineated TIF 
district for a set period of time.  During this period, property taxes resulting from the increase in 
the assessed value of district properties are dedicated to funding improvements within the 
district. The City may issue revenue bonds backed by this expected revenue stream in order to 
pay upfront for infrastructure improvements. These bonds are not secured by the “faith and 
credit” of the city or state and do not count against the former’s debt limit. It should be noted, 
however, that under current legislation New York State intends TIFs as a tool to eliminate 
“blight” in areas where it “cannot be accomplished through private investment alone.”  While 
municipalities have been given broad discretion in satisfying these conditions, a project in the 
heart of the country’s largest CBD may push the boundaries; however, in the Draft Scope of 
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Work for its Environmental Impact Statement the Penn Station area is described as 
“substandard and insanitary”.   

 

Real estate tax assessments have two parts: a land portion and a building portion.  The land 
portion is based on the location of the site, its serviceability for probable uses, and the scarcity 
or abundance of similar sites; the building portion is based on the improvements that are made 
on the site.  Infrastructure investments, such as a new road or a sewer system, can increase the 
value of the land.  When these are provided by others, such as the municipality, rather than the 
property owner, the increase in property value might be referred to as the “unearned increment.” 
Improvements to the site, such as a new building, can increase the building portion of the 
assessment.  Such improvements are typically by the property owner and might be considered 
the “earned increment”. 

 

The earned increment typically represents a denser use that needs more services from the 
municipality.  The real estate taxes from that increase in assessed value should go to the 
municipality’s general fund to pay for those services.  However, the unearned increment does 
not represent an increased demand for municipal services.  It results from a capital 
improvement and the real estate taxes from that increase in assessed value should go to retire 
the cost of that investment.  This is the rationale for a tax increment finance district:  the 
increased land assessment resulting from a public investment should be used to help fund that 
investment. 

 

Some tax increment finance districts, including the simulacrum at Hudson Yards, have difficulty 
because the increment is based on the value of new development, rather than the land value, 
and the new buildings do not always happen as quickly as projected.  This suggests three lines 
of inquiry:  

• What properties should be included in a Penn Station TIF district?  Rather than a district 
drawn tightly around the eight proposed redevelopment sites broader boundaries would 
include more benefiting properties – perhaps extending north to 33 Street and east to 
Broadway. 

• For the properties that would be included in the Penn Station TIF district is the 
appropriate portion of the total property assessment in the land portion of the 
assessment?  Often similar properties will have different proportions and some 
reallocations may be needed. 

• Would the increment of increase of the land portion of the assessments pay for the 
needed improvements to better integrate the public realm of Penn Station with the 
adjacent subway stations and neighboring buildings? 
 

Tax increment financing would avoid conflicts of interest between planning and raising revenue, 
would spread the cost over all the properties that benefit from the transit improvements, and 
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would likely provide significantly more funds for improvements to the public realm than fees 
being proposed through zoning.  We also understand that there are arguments against tax 
increment financing, not least of which is that it diverts tax revenues from the City’s general 
budget.  Nevertheless, we believe it is a tool that is worth thorough and objective consideration. 

 

The Role of Zoning 

 

• Zoning is but one tool available in a regulatory regime to guide the future of our built 
environment; however, it is the tool most readily available to the Department of City 
Planning and so it has tended to be employed even when it is not the ideal choice. 

• Zoning is not the same as planning, and the zoning resolution is not the de facto plan for 
the city.  However, much of the zoning resolution is based on at least partial plans and 
urban designs for aspects or areas of the city.  A good example of zoning based on a 
well-considered plan is the Special Battery Park City District (Section 84-00 of the 
Zoning Resolution). 

• Zoning is intended to regulate what is built so as to protect the public welfare; it is not 
intended to generate funds to supplement the municipal budget. 

 

While the TIF would fund improvements to the public realm that are part of public facilities, 
including Penn Station and the adjacent subway stations, and are in and under streets and 
other public areas, zoning is the right tool to ensure that buildings properly connect to and 
supplement the rest of the public realm. 

 

Basic to the successful improvement of Penn Station and its environs would be a well 
considered urban design plan for the area.  This could start with the assumption that all of the 
buildings at and near Penn Station share a special pedestrian circulation system that benefits 
the participants synergistically – that better connectivity, more retail frontage, enhanced 
maintenance, and light, air, and circulation improvements benefit all. 

 

Because many of the buildings in the vicinity of Penn Station are likely to remain rather than be 
demolished and redeveloped there is a question of how to encourage the participation of 
existing buildings in improving the public realm.  One approach would be to identify 
improvements in existing buildings and to allow a floor area bonus that may be used on site, if 
practicable, or transferred to another site, similar to a transfer of unused development rights 
from a landmark.  An existing building might provide a new access to the Penn Station 
pedestrian circulation system or light and air to the system through a skylight in a plaza; the 
urban design plan would identify the bonus floor area the improvement would earn; and the 
property owner would be able to use the floor area or sell it to a developer of another site in the 
district. 
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Similar to Battery Park City the urban design plan would identify and coordinate the features of 
the public realm on public and private property, establish tools such as zoning and urban design 
guidelines to regulate change on private property, and establish a master plan for improvements 
on public property. 

 

Regional Rail 

 

Some twenty years ago the MTA, NJ Transit and the Port Authority of NY & NJ sponsored a 
major investment study titled Access to the Region’s Core and known as ARC.  Starting in 1995 
the study screened some 137 alternatives for trans-Hudson travel between New Jersey and 
Midtown Manhattan.  The study found that two new tracks under the Hudson River were the 
only practical way to provide needed capacity.  In 2003 a summary report was published 
outlining the course of the study and describing three alternatives for routing the new tracks in 
Manhattan.   

 

The summary report is not readily available but a copy is posted on the IRUM website:  
https://www.irum.org/20031125_ARC_MIS_Summary_Report.pdf   The full report has not been 
made available to the public but would obviously be useful to this discussion. 

 

Of the three alternatives two connected the new tunnels to the southern tracks of Penn Station, 
including the existing four stub end tracks, and one proposed a new station deep below Penn 
Station, similar to the LIRR station currently being built below Grand Central. 

• Alternative G (for Grand Central) routed the new tunnels to the southern part of Penn 
Station and extended the five southernmost tracks (including the four stub end tracks) in 
a two-track tunnel below 31 Street to Grand Central. 

• Alternative S (for Sunnyside) routed the new tunnels to the southern part of Penn Station 
and extended the five southernmost tracks (including the four stub end tracks) in a two-
track tunnel below 31 Street and the East River to the Sunnyside Yards. 

• Alternative P (for Penn) routed the new tunnels to a new eight-track station, below and 
separate from the existing Penn Station. 
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All three alternatives are presented as practical; however, Alternative G now appears to have 
the greatest potential to increase the capacity of the regional rail trunk line through Penn 
Station.  It also provides east side access for NJ Transit and west side access for Metro-North.  
Alternative G, with thru-running, should be analyzed as an alternative to the expansion of Penn 
Station to the south. 

 

Regional Rail, Through Running, and Penn Station 

 

Some two years ago the City Club organized a panel to discuss the routing of the two new 
tracks planned under the Hudson River connecting New Jersey and Penn 
Station.  See:  https://cityclubny.org/regional-rail-trunk-line-follow-up/   It was hosted at Hunter 
by Dan Garodnick and at the AIA by its Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. 

 
 

MIS SUMMARY REPORT 
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1.5. ALTERNATIVE G 

Alternative G would provide through bi-directional operation for NJ TRANSIT and Metro-North 
between Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal (Figure 1.5-1). 
 

Figure 1.5-1  
Alternative G 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.5.1. Penn Station Modifications 

In Penn Station, trains arriving from the new Hudson River tunnels would be capable of 
accessing Tracks 1-9 using an expanded “A” Interlocking, though operation would be limited to 
Tracks 1-5 in peak service (Figure 1.5-2).  To accommodate this connection, the “U” and “M” 
ladders would be truncated at Track 6.  The existing Amtrak Mail Express (Diagonal) Platform 
and associated tracks would be removed to provide for a more efficient track alignment and to 
permit the extension of Platforms 1 and 2 westward to reach an extended West End Concourse. 
 
The wall at the east end of Tracks 1-4 would be penetrated and a new tunnel from Tracks 1-5 
extended eastward under the southwest corner of 11 Penn Plaza through a triangular easement 
area in the building basement to 31st Street.  The foundations and subsurface structural elements 
of 11 Penn Plaza were constructed in the early 1920s to accommodate such a future easterly 
extension of the Penn Station tracks through its basement to an alignment under 31st Street.  
Track 5 would maintain its connection to East River Tunnel Lines 1 and 2 through “JO” 
Interlocking.  If Near-Term Improvement No. 1, 31st Street Linear Yard (Section 1.3.), were 
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The panel included representatives of IRUM, ReThinkNY, and RPA.  There was consensus that: 

• Two new tracks are needed, immediately, under the Hudson River. 
• Penn Station is the heart of the trunk line. 
• Thru-running is important to increasing the efficiency and thereby the capacity of Penn 

Station.  
• The planned LIC Station should be added in the Sunnyside Yard 

The panel split on whether Penn Station should be expanded to the south.  IRUM and 
ReThinkNY felt that real thru-running and improvements to platforms and circulation within the 
existing Penn Station could accommodate the increased traffic resulting from the new tunnels; 
RPA felt that a larger station is necessary. 

 

Currently many of the trains using Penn Station run through.  Some Amtrak trains run through 
between Boston and Washington.  LIRR trains can run through to the West Side Yard west of 
the station where they can be stored during the day or reversed to return through Penn Station 
to Long Island.  NJ Transit trains can run through to the Sunnyside Yard in Queens where they 
can be stored during the day or turned to return through Penn Station to New Jersey; however, 
NJ Transit trains that use the southernmost four tracks, which stub end at Seventh Av must be 
reversed to return to New Jersey. 

 

Real thru-running would continue trains through Penn Station in service such that a NJ Transit 
train might continue on a LIRR route on Long Island and a LIRR train might continue on a NJ 
Transit route in New Jersey.  This increases the capacity of Penn Station in two ways:  it avoids 
delays of trains when a reversed train crosses in front to reach the outgoing tunnel and it 
reduces dwell time when passengers remain on the train in order to debark at another station, 
such as Sunnyside, rather than all debarking at Penn Station. 

 

Real through running would be particularly effective with the extension of the southernmost five 
tracks to Grand Central, as in ARC’s Alternative G.  NJ Transit trains using these tracks would 
no longer need to reverse and perhaps half the passengers would prefer to debark at Grand 
Central. In the opposite direction Metro-North passengers would have the choice of debarking at 
Grand Central or at Penn Station.  This NJ Transit/Metro-North service also provides some east 
side access for NJ Transit and some west side access for Metro-North. 

 

Thru-running seems most effective when boarding and debarking occurs at several stations.  
This reduces dwell time in each station and gives passengers the sense that the train is moving 
efficiently. 
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Trunk Line Thru-running  --  IRUM 
 

IRUM’s proposal for the regional rail trunk line elaborates on ARC’s Alternative G.  It includes a 
two track connection between Penn Station and Grand Central.  Also, it shifts the alignment of 
the two new tracks under the Hudson River to serve Jersey City/Hoboken.  Thus the trunk line 
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would branch east and west of Penn Station and passengers would embark and debark at 
Secaucus, Jersey City/Hoboken, Grand Central, and Sunnyside rather than just at Penn Station.   

To the east a track connection between Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal would allow 
east side access for Amtrak and NJ Transit, and west side access for Metro-North.   

To the west the second pair of tracks under the Hudson River would be routed by way of Jersey 
City/Hoboken to more efficiently use existing rail infrastructure, increase the area served by the 
trunk line, and coordinate transit and land use planning.  

IRUM does not believe that Penn Station needs to be extended south to add capacity; it 
believes that wider platforms and better circulation between platforms and concourses 
combined with through running, including Grand Central, can produce adequate capacity within 
the existing station.  

It is this version of ARC’s Alternative G that the City Club recommends be analyzed as an 
alternative in the planning and environmental review of the Empire Station proposal.  It is hoped 
that the alternative would be found to provide better service at less cost.  Such an alternative 
would also remove the need for condemnation to create sites 1, 2, and 3 along the south side of 
Penn Station to accommodate its southern expansion. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The Empire Station Project is both important for the future of Penn Station and its neighborhood 
and challengingly complex because of the many parties involved and because it depends on 
two other projects – the Gateway tunnels under the Hudson River and the master plan for the 
improvement of Penn Station – both being advanced by others. 

 

To be successfully implemented such a project needs to be understood and supported by the 
interested parties – in this case, two states, several agencies, including four railroads, several 
Cities, any number of local elected officials, good government and neighborhood groups, 
including two Manhattan community boards, the passengers, half of whom live in New Jersey, 
and the list goes on.  How will this be a collaborative and transparent process that not only 
engages all who want to participate but also incorporates their insights to make the project 
better? 

 

The City Club wishes for the best but is prepared to express its disappointment where needed. 
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[Correspondence with respect to this statement should be addressed to John West, who is a 
member of the City Club and responsible for its Urban Design Committee 
(john.west.iii@gmail.com), and copied to Michael Gruen, who is President of the City Club  
(mgruen@michaelgruen.net).] 

 

 
 





315 Park Avenue South 

New York, NY 10010 

www.columbia.reit 

August 20, 2020 

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 

 

Stacey Teran

Empire State Development 

633 Third Avenue, 37th Floor 

New York, New York 10017 

 

  Re: Empire Station Complex Project - Comments on Draft Scope of Work 

 

Dear Ms. Teran:  

 

 I write today to provide comments on the Empire Station Complex Project’s Draft Scope 

of Work (the “DSOW”) for the Preparation for an Environmental Impact Statement. We are eager 

to participate in the realization of a revitalized Penn Station area, which will give New York City 

the world-class intercity transportation hub it deserves. Moreover, we applaud the Governor’s 

larger vision for catalyzing transit-oriented development around Penn Station and transforming 

this area of NYC into a renewed district to welcome commuting workers, intercity travelers, and 

neighborhood residents alike. 

 

We would like to raise an inaccurate assumption in the DSOW about the future 

development of 320 West 31st Street (Manhattan Block 754, Lot 51) (the “Site”). The DSOW states 

at page 20 that in the future without the proposed Empire Station Complex Project, the Site would 

remain unchanged from its existing condition (i.e., a four (4)-story building with for-profit college 

uses). It would be an error for the environmental review to proceed based on this assumption. 

 

Maple 1 Farley Owner, LLC, an affiliate of Columbia Property Trust (“CPT”), is the 

ground lessee of the Site, and Overtime Properties LLC is the fee owner. As CPT informed Empire 

State Development (“ESD”) and Amtrak during a telephone conference call on September __, 

2019, and again during a virtual meeting with ESD on June 29, 2020, CPT has been moving 

forward with its plans for construction of an as-of-right, seven-story enlargement containing 

commercial office uses above the Site’s existing four-story building (the “Office 

Redevelopment”). CPT may also proceed with an expanded version of the Office Redevelopment, 

which would, as indicated in the materials provided to ESD on June 29, 2020, include Manhattan 

Block 754, Lot 44, and potentially Manhattan Block 754, Lots 39 - 41. CPT continues to expend 

its financial resources and remains committed to the design, engineering and construction of the 

Office Redevelopment. In the future without the Empire Station Complex Project, CPT fully 

expects that the Office Redevelopment would be complete and operational prior to 2028. 
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 CPT is excited about the renewed focus on the revitalization of this area of the City, and 

would like to work with your office to achieve the development goals of the Empire Station 

Complex Project in a less costly and more efficient manner.  

 

Please do not hesitate to reach out to me if you would like to discuss further or have any 

questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Columbia Property Trust 

__________________________ 

Name: Travis Feehan 

Title: Senior Vice President 

cc:  Wesley O’Brien, Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & 

Jacobson LLP 

  









 

July 30, 2020 

 

Ms. Stacey Teran  
Empire State Development 
633 Third Avenue, 37th floor 
New York, NY 10017 
 
Re: Empire Station Complex – Letter of Support 
 
Dear Ms. Stacey Teran and Empire State Development,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Empire Station Complex Project, as it is our 
duty to support safe, healthy, and well-built construction projects in the greatest city in the world.   
 
In New York City, we can see the craftsmanship of skilled and safe union construction workers at every 
turn, every corner, and in every building. That’s because we don’t settle for less and we champion the 
best. And what is best for New York City is to have the Empire Station Complex Project come to fruition. 
To that end, the New York City & Vicinity District Council of Carpenters supports this bold and forward-
thinking project to revitalize Penn Station and, subsequently, the city.  
 
At a time when New York City is experiencing massive social and economic shifts resulting from the COVID-
19 pandemic, the Empire Station Complex Project is a leap in the right direction toward the new normal. 
In this difficult time, construction matters more than ever and building environments that meet high 
standards of health and safety in New York City is beyond a doubt critical. The stakes are high and the 
health and well-being of all who live in, commute to, and visit New York City is under a microscope. Helping 
to make New York City a desired destination of safety are the additional 20 million square feet of clean, 
modern space that this project will bring. The extra space will further reduce over-crowding and keep 
people out of harm’s way. The District Council believes that there has never been a better and more 
important time to breathe new life into Penn Station.  
 
Additionally, the Empire Station Complex Project will function as a catalyst to jumpstart our economy. The 
state-of-the-art mixed-use venture will add millions of square feet of commercial space that will create 
thousands more professional jobs, which will translate into disposable income and a desperately needed 
financial injection in the economy. On the construction side, it will create thousands of jobs for union 
trades people – the same trades people who currently rely on Penn Station to safely get to and from their 



jobs. They and their families will benefit from not only building this robust and healthy infrastructure in 
their city, but by also reinvesting it as consumers.  
 
Of course, we do have a keen interest in the project, as our members and other union trades people have 
the potential to enjoy good-paying jobs with substantial benefits for the next two decades. New York City 
is a union city and it is vital that additional resources are poured toward creating good, long-term jobs. 
This sustainable investment will enable New York City to reap financial rewards for years to come.  
 
The nine commercial buildings are a dynamic solution that will meet the needs of travelers, commuters, 
and business professionals alike. All visitors and workers will have their needs met without having to 
venture outside the development.  
 
It is no question that New York City became an international destination hub and business center because 
of its world-class transportation system. But, now, it’s time that Penn Station joined the ranks of JFK 
Airport and Grand Central Station in providing a clean, modern, and healthy transportation infrastructure 
that will attract businesses and people from around the world.     
 
We at the District Council strongly support the current scope of work, as articulated by the Empire State 
Development Corporation. We commend the progressive and innovative leadership behind this project, 
and we believe the benefits of supporting this project far outweigh any opposition. Consequently, we are 
in favor of moving ahead with this project.  
 
On behalf of the hardworking union men and women who have built New York City, thank you for 
receiving our statement.  
 

Sincerely, 

 
Joseph A. Geiger 
Executive Secretary-Treasurer 
 

 

 
Paul Capurso 
President and Assistant Executive Secretary-Treasurer 
 
 

 
Michael Cavanaugh 
Vice President and Assistant Executive Secretary-Treasurer 
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August 20, 2020 
 

Mr. Eric Gertler 

President & CEO, New York State Empire State Development 

633 Third Avenue, 37th Floor 

New York, NY 10017 

 

Re. Empire Station Complex Project 

Dear Mr. Gertler, 

For more than 30 years, the Municipal Art Society of New York (MAS) has advocated for an overhaul of 
Penn Station and a sound, creative approach to reviving the surrounding neighborhood. More recently, 
MAS and Regional Plan Association released Penn 2023, a report that outlined a vision for the creation of 
a new Penn Station as a modern transit hub, including a new Madison Square Garden (MSG) and a 
redevelopment plan for the area. The same year, we led a competition with a group of prominent New 
York architects and planners to come up with alternate locations and designs for MSG. In 2014, we issued 
a report recommending a redevelopment and revenue capture district to unlock the Penn Station area’s 
development potential. In 2017, we joined a consortium of like-minded civic groups to push the New 
York State Legislature to expedite the completion of the Gateway project, a critical link to an improved 
Penn Station. As President of MAS, I have been given the distinct honor of serving on the Empire Station 
Complex Community Advisory Committee.  

Empire State Development (ESD) has embarked on a comprehensive redevelopment initiative intended to 
create a modern, transit-oriented commercial district centered around Penn Station, the Empire State 
Complex (ESC). According to the project Draft Scope of Work (DSOW), the commercial district would 
address substandard and unsanitary conditions in Penn Station and the surrounding area, incorporate 
public transportation and public realm improvements, and support the renovation and expansion of Penn 
Station.  

To facilitate the project, ESD plans to use a General Project Plan (GPP) to redevelop eight sites 
encompassing 12 acres surrounding Penn Station. The GPP allows ESD to override City zoning 
regulations, including building height limits, bulk, and density, and facilitate the use of eminent domain to 
acquire property for public use. This would result in the development of over 20 million gross square feet 
of primarily Class A commercial office, retail, and hotel space. The redevelopment is intended to help 
finance transit capacity and capital improvements at Penn Station.  

For transit improvements, ESC would integrate below-grade expansion of potentially nine tracks and five 
platforms that would increase Penn Station’s capacity by 40 percent. The new tracks and platforms would 
primarily serve New Jersey Transit (NJT), whose rail operations are most constrained, according to the 
DSOW. There would also be planned improvements at the three MTA stations, including Port Authority 
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Trans-Hudson (PATH) train service at the 34th Street-Herald Square Station. The track and platform 
work would require three properties south of Penn Station (Block 780, and portions of Blocks 754 and 
806) to be taken through eminent domain. 

A major expansion of transit capacity at Penn Station and revitalization of the surrounding area is 
something MAS has supported in principle for a long time. However, the ESC proposal raises many 
critical questions. First, the sheer magnitude of the proposed redevelopment cannot be overstated. The 
total development would exceed what has been constructed at Hudson Yards by eight million square feet.1  

Our primary concerns revolve around the funding of the transit improvements at Penn Station; lack of 
details for the Penn Station Master Plan; the narrow scope of public realm improvements; whether the 
proposed 14.3 million-square feet of office space and 1,300 hotel rooms are aligned with current and 
future demand; how the wide-spread displacement of area businesses and destruction of several historic 
buildings can be avoided or mitigated; and how the surrounding neighborhood and infrastructure can 
absorb such an intense increase in density with so many large-scale developments in the area already 
under way.  

From a regional transit perspective, while the expansion of Penn Station’s capacity and improvements at 
area subway stations are certainly welcome, we feel there is a missed opportunity in not exploring the 
through-running of trains by routing tunnels to Grand Central Terminal and Sunnyside Yards. 

In addition, as fervent advocates for CEQR reform, the project has the potential for serious, long-term 
environmental impacts that we fear will not be adequately mitigated. We are also dismayed at the absence 
of demonstrable sustainable measures to be implemented in the new development. Since this is one of the 
expressed goals of the project, the mechanisms for executing them should be clearly stated in future 
documents. 

Finally, we are deeply concerned about what mechanisms are being considered if future market and 
economic conditions prove the scale of the development to be infeasible. We urge you to address how the 
critical transit improvements would be undertaken.  Above all, expanding the capacity at Penn Station is 
the ultimate purpose of this effort. We look forward to our concerns and comments below being 
addressed in the Final Scope of Work (FSOW), the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and 
through ongoing discussions with the many stakeholders and agencies involved in this project.  

Draft Scope of Work Comments 

DSOW Comment Period Extension 

Because of the importance and complexity of the project we do not feel that adequate time has been given 
for the public and decision makers to effectively comment on the DSOW. Therefore, we request the 
comment period be extended by at least 30 days. This would provide sufficient time for the public to 
provide comments more comprehensively, particularly on the connection between the redevelopment, the 
transit improvements, and the Penn Station Master Plan, which has not been released. If this is deemed 

                                                 
1 According to the ESC DSOW (p.10), the Special Hudson Yards District has the capacity for approximately 26 
million sf of new office development. As of 2019, almost 12 million sf has been completed.  
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not feasible, we urge ESC to provide alternative approaches that afford the public an opportunity to 
comment on the DSOW once the Penn Station Master Plan has been circulated.  

Project Description 

The FSOW and DEIS must include detailed drawings and descriptions of all the proposed transit 
improvements, development, and public realm plans. Drawings must include site plans, elevations, and all 
critical programmatic information.  

The DSOW states that ESC supports the implementation of the Penn Station Master Plan by facilitating 
the expansion of Penn Station and generating revenue from the new development. The revenue would be 
applied to the implementation of the Master Plan, which includes existing Penn Station, Moynihan Train 
Hall, and the proposed Penn Station expansion. The DSOW states that the Master Plan is currently being 
prepared by MTA, Amtrak, and NJT. Because it is integral to ESC, the FSOW and DEIS must include the 
Master Plan as part of the proposed action to be evaluated. The FSOW must also require the DEIS to 
disclose all potential properties to be acquired by ESD in the project area through eminent domain and 
evaluate the impacts of those actions as part of the proposed project.  

The DEIS project description needs to disclose specific details on how the project will be funded. This 
includes, but is not limited to, the value-capture framework, including Payments in Lieu of Taxes 
(PILOTSs) and other revenues to be generated by the new development that would be used to fund 
improvements to Penn Station and the project area.  

The DSOW states that one of the goals of the project is “maximizing the incorporation of sustainable 
design practices to achieve environmentally superior performance in new buildings.” However, the 
DSOW does not mention what sustainable design practices would be employed for the proposed high 
performance buildings under the plan. The FSOW must indicate that the DEIS will include a description 
of the specific design practices that would be applied and standards that would be followed (i.e., LEED or 
equivalent standard). This issue is discussed further under Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change Impacts.  

Project Purpose and Need 

The FSOW and DEIS must clearly define the project purpose and need. Specifically, the DEIS must 
include a detailed description of how commercial office development around Penn Station has been 
limited by overburdened transit infrastructure and aging building stock to warrant 20 million sf of 
development.  

Project Study Area  

For a project of such immense scale, a quarter-mile study area as disclosed in the DSOW would not 
nearly be adequate to fully capture the array of potential impacts that would occur. This is particularly 
critical to the assessment of land use, traffic, shadows, open space, socioeconomic, and construction 
impacts. Therefore, the FSOW and DEIS must reflect an evaluation of impacts within a half-mile radius 
study area.  
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Cumulative Impacts  

It is critical that the DEIS evaluate the impacts of the ESC cumulatively with other large projects in the 
vicinity that will be built by 2028, the Phase I analysis year. The most crucial project to include in the 
cumulative impacts evaluation is the next phase of Hudson Yards, via the Western Rail Yard 
Infrastructure Project, which will result in up to 6.4 million sf of residential and commercial development. 
Additional projects include the redevelopment of Port Authority Bus Terminal and proposed expansion of 
Macy’s Department Store.  

Alternatives 

The prospect of relocating MSG looms large in the vision for overhauling Penn Station. In the past, MAS 
has pushed for the relocation of MSG to clear a path for wide-scale improvements at Penn Station. With 
this in mind, we recommend that the FSOW indicate that the DEIS will evaluate relocating MSG, 
particularly in relation to the proposed transit/facility improvements and associated development.  

Land Use, Zoning and Public Policy 

The FSOW must reflect that the DEIS will include detailed land use and zoning maps of existing 
conditions and the anticipated future with the proposed project. It is particularly important that the zoning 
map and evaluation of future conditions clearly outlines the specific overrides to the New York City 
Zoning Resolution that will be implemented.  

Socioeconomic Conditions - Direct and Indirect Business Displacement 

One would be hard-pressed to find a project in New York that would have more profound impacts on area 
businesses and workers. The project is expected to directly displace 7,000 office, retail, hotel and 
community facility workers in the area. We find this especially troublesome in light of the devastating 
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic where city businesses are already suffering from closures and 
reduced hours, and many more workers are without jobs. We are also very mindful of the indirect impacts 
the project may have on the nearby Garment Center and Theater District, whose existence is already 
threatened. Based on these factors, the DEIS must rigorously evaluate feasible alternatives that greatly 
reduce the number of displaced businesses and workers and indirect impacts to nearby fragile 
manufacturing ecosystems. 

Economic Benefits Analysis 

We are pleased that the DSOW includes an economic benefits analysis. However, we do not feel the 
scope as proposed goes far enough to capture the full economic impact of the proposal. Given the 
complex funding structure of the project and the many variables that can affect funding, we expect the 
evaluation to assess the feasibility of the full build-out of Penn Station itself and the development. This 
analysis must include an evaluation of PILOTs, federal funding, funding from the various transit entities, 
and use of development rights.  
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Open Space 

It is not clear from the DSOW how much, if any, new open space will be provided under the plan. What is 
revealed appears woefully inadequate in consideration of the scale of the project. Therefore, the FSOW 
needs to disclose details of planned open space in the project area and how the open space demands of the 
added population of workers would be met. We urge that a central open space and major train station 
entrance over the revitalized Penn Station be evaluated. 

Shadows 

The proposed buildings would individually and collectively cast significant shadows on the surrounding 
area. We also expect that the development will reduce access to sunlight throughout the project area. To 
accurately evaluate the full impact of the proposed development, we recommend the FSOW and DEIS 
include a daylighting evaluation (as required in the Midtown Special District) and thermal comfort 
assessment to gauge the amount of potential sunlight that would be blocked by the new development on 
the new and existing public realm. We recommend the daylighting and thermal comfort evaluation be 
done in addition to the standard CEQR shadow analysis, which is limited to addressing only incremental 
shadows on open space and sun-sensitive historic resources. 

Historic Resources 

The project will result in the demolition of several historic buildings that are either listed or eligible for 
listing on the State/National Register of Historic Places (S/NR). These include the S/NR eligible Hotel 
Pennsylvania on 7th Avenue and five S/NR eligible properties on Block 780, the Church and Rectory of 
St. John the Baptist, the Fairmount Building, the loft buildings at 247 West 31st Street and 259-261 West 
31st Street, and the Penn Station Service Building. The FSOW and DEIS must evaluate an alternative 
development plan that reduces or eliminates the need to demolish these structures. We also expect the 
evaluation to disclose feasible options that obviate the need to demolish historic buildings included in the 
Penn Station Master Plan.   

Urban Design and Visual Resources 

Through the GPP, ESC is considering shared streets, widened sidewalks, and new and improved plazas to 
enhance the pedestrian experience, address congestion, and improve safety. As mentioned previously, the 
DEIS must provide detailed drawings and descriptions of all proposed public realm improvements. In 
addition, because of the potential for the proposed buildings to affect important visual corridors and views 
of historic buildings (i.e., Empire State Building), building design must preserve important visual 
resources. Therefore, the DEIS must provide comprehensive photo simulations of views from key 
locations in the project area showing existing and future conditions. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change Impacts 

The DSOW does not include a Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) or Climate Change evaluation and 
must. Especially since the DSOW boasts as the project’s first goal, the revitalization of the Penn Station 
area with “new, sustainable, high-density commercial development,” and that the project would 
‘maximize incorporation of sustainable design practices to achieve environmentally superior performance 
in new buildings.”  
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Through our ongoing CEQR reform advocacy, MAS has pushed for large-scale developments and 
neighborhood rezonings to be held to specific sustainable practices and systems during both construction 
and operation. For a project that will result in over 20 million gross square feet of development, the 
FSOW and DEIS must clearly identify specific ways in which GHG emissions, energy and water use, and 
urban heat island effect would be reduced. The general statement in the DSOW that “relevant measures to 
reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions that could be incorporated into the project will be 
discussed” is simply not enough for a project of this scale. The measures need to be identified and 
embedded in the development proposal. We strongly suggest that the GPP include specific guidelines that 
would frame the sustainable measures to be implemented. The project presents an excellent opportunity to 
incorporate innovative, sustainable practices through increased open space and vegetation, forward-
thinking building design and construction approaches, and LEED™ certified or equivalent heating and 
cooling systems. The FSOW and DEIS must lay out the specific systems and approaches that will be 
employed and disclose the specific reductions of impacts (i.e., reductions of water and energy use and 
GHG emissions, use of recycled building materials) and environmental benefits of each in comparison to 
conventional construction and operational approaches.  

Public Health 

The COVID-19 pandemic has made CEQR public health assessments more critical than ever before. As 
one of the first major projects presented during the pandemic, the FSOW must reflect that the DEIS will 
identify and evaluate how the proposed development would adapt to present and future public health 
impacts. The evaluation must include, but not be limited to, an evaluation of how the proposed 
development will address public health through interior and exterior design approaches, interior air 
quality and ventilation, public realm design, and open space. 

Mitigation  

All mitigation measures must be identified in the DEIS in order for them to be evaluated prior to the 
issuance of the FEIS. The DEIS must also include all agencies responsible for approving and 
implementing mitigation measures. 

The ESC is critically important to the long-term economic health of New York City and the broader 
region. This ambitious project may begin the response to a challenge that has confronted the City and 
State for decades. However, to fulfill that promise the two interlocking projects of the Penn Station 
Master Plan and the development that will fund it must be in balance. At the moment, MAS, other 
advocacy groups, and the public lack all the necessary information to evaluate that exchange fully. We 
look forward to the opportunity to work with you to ensure that the full project from station to skyline is 
truly a civic benefit to all New Yorkers and commuters alike.  
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Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Goldstein 

 

President 

 
 
  













James G. Greilsheimer

Counsel 

T  212.715.9136 

F  212.715.8436 

jgreilsheimer@kramerlevin.com 

1177 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10036 

T  212.715.9100 

F  212.715.8000 

KRAMER LEVIN NAFTALIS & FRANKEL LLP NEW YORK  |  SILICON VALLEY  |  PARIS

August 24, 2020 

Via E-mail [empirestation@esd.ny.gov] and Regular Mail 

Stacey Teran 

Empire State Development Corporation  

633 Third Avenue, 37th Floor 

New York, New York 10017 

Re: Submissions about the Draft Scope for the Empire Station Complex Project 

Dear Ms. Teran: 

I am a lawyer who represents several owners of property which are the subject of the 

Draft Scope of Work for the Preparation of an EIS for the Empire Station Complex.  Now 

that the period for the public to comment on the Draft Scope has closed, I write to 

obtain copies of all comments on the Draft Scope which were submitted in writing by 

members of the public or any interested party.  Please advise of the cost of copying, and 

I will make arrangements for payment.  Thank you in advance. 

Sincerely yours, 

James G. Greilsheimer 



INSTITUTE  FOR RATIONAL  URBAN  MOBILITY, INC. (IRUM) 
 
George Haikalis            One Washington Square Village, Suite 5D 
President            New York, NY 10012           212-475-3394 
             geo@irum.org       www.irum.org 
August 14, 2020 
 
Stacey Teran 
Empire State Development 
633 Third Avenue, 37th floor, New York, NY 10017 empirestation@esd.ny.gov 
 
Re: Comments on draft of scoping document for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 
for the proposed Empire Station Complex Project 
 
The Institute for Rational Urban Mobility, Inc. (IRUM) is a NYC-based non-profit concerned with reducing 
motor vehicular congestion and improving the livability of dense urban places. 
 
As the draft scoping document points out, “Alternatives” to the Proposed Project are required under 
SEQRA.  At present, only three alternatives are to be analyzed, as described in the draft: 
  

1. No Action Alternative,  
2. No Unmitigated Significant Adverse Impacts Alternative  
3. Reduced Density Alternative. 

 
Missing in this list is the alternative, championed by IRUM and many other rail advocates, to connect the 
new Hudson Tunnels to existing tracks and platforms at Penn Station and then to connect them to tracks 
in the lower level of Grand Central Terminal.  

This alternative - Alternative G - was one of three final options developed in the “2003 Access to the 
Region’s Core (ARC) Major Investment Study”: 

https://www.irum.org/20031125_ARC_MIS_Summary_Report.pdf 

It was also the subject of an exhibition hosted by the Municipal Art Society at their Urban Gallery: 

http://www.rrwg.org/connectr.pdf 

The two statewide rail advocacy organizations – the Empire State Rail Passengers Association (ESPA) and 
the New Jersey Association of Rail Passengers (NJ-ARP) – co-sponsored this event. 

The connection alternative would avoid any significant property taking in the vicinity of Penn Station by 
using existing tracks and platforms in the southern portion of the  station and by tunneling under 31st 
Street and Park Avenue South to connect to the existing lower level of Grand Central. This connection 
would allow west-of-Hudson commuters, nearly half of all suburban commuters to the Manhattan 
Central Business District (CBD), to have a direct one-seat ride to their workplaces in East Midtown 

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
https://www.irum.org/20031125_ARC_MIS_Summary_Report.pdf
http://www.rrwg.org/connectr.pdf


without transferring to crowded subways at Penn Station. The Alternative was developed in great detail 
by PB Engineering, at the time NY’s largest engineering firm. 

IRUM urges EDC to include this alternative in the scoping of its EIS.   

The year after the 2003 Summary Report was issued the ARC project engineering team recommended 
that the new Hudson Tunnels should bow south to gain additional clearance for tunneling boring 
machines under the Hudson River and then bow back north. This “bow” led IRUM to consider a routing 
for the new tunnels that would continue the bow to the south and then head west to connect with 
existing NJ Transit tracks just south of the Hoboken Terminal. A new online station at this location would 
make the new tunnels considerably more useful, providing access to the Hoboken-Jersey City waterfront 
business district, the state’ largest in terms of class A office space and would permit a transfer to the 
Hudson-Bergen light rail line. 

In the past two decades many transit systems around the world have integrated their commuter rail 
lines into coordinated Regional Rail Systems. This is a real opportunity to do likewise in the NY-NJ-CT 
metropolitan area, and reframe NYC’s suburban rail system, with its two major terminals located in the 
heart of the core of Manhattan. 

EDC’s Penn Station Complex including the expansion to the south will cost substantially more to 
construct than the Penn Station-Grand Central link.  The costly land-takings needed on Manhattan’s 
West Side can only be offset by substantial increases in permitted density – “zoning for dollars” of 
dubious legality. 

Planning for transportation and land use should be part of a comprehensive planning process for the 
entire Manhattan Central Business district (CBD).  Some 90% of the users of the EDC’s proposed 
expansion of Penn Station to the south will be West-of-Hudson commuters - the current EIS process 
includes no provision for citizen participation for these individuals.  Details of IRUM’s position are 
described in the letter submitted to the two Governors: 

https://www.irum.org/20200526_Letter_to_NYGovernorNJGovernor.pdf 

IRUM is urging elected officials, whose constituents would benefit from this connection, to insist that 
this alternative be included in the scope of this EIS. These officials should insist that all relevant data and 
analysis from the “2003 Access to the Region’s Core” Study conducted by the PANYNJ, NJ Transit and 
MTA be made available to the public. Some 1,600 pages of technical information have been withheld 
from the public, including the engineering details like the recommended plan and profile, rock 
conditions, construction challenges and a host of other information.  A commitment to full disclosure 
and transparency is essential to gaining the resources to advance this project. 

Sincerely, 

 

George Haikalis, President, IRUM 

https://www.irum.org/20200526_Letter_to_NYGovernorNJGovernor.pdf




 
 
 

July 20, 2020 
 
Re: Empire Station Complex 
 
LiUNA NY represents over 40,000 union members, twenty- four local unions and 1,500 
affiliated contractors throughout New York State. LiUNA NY aggressively advocates for 
responsible development, as well as wage and safety standards for our members, raising the floor 
for both union and nonunion construction workers. 
 
Collectively, LiUNA NY staunchly supports the proposed Empire Station Complex, a 
comprehensive plan to modernize and enhance Penn Station and its surrounding area. Penn 
Station has long been ridiculed as a dilapidated and depressing transit hub, with many describing 
it as a blight on the world’s greatest city. Governor Cuomo’s proposal to improve upon the site 
will benefit millions of commuters, as well as local residents and workers.  
 
The Empire Station Complex proposal will create hundreds of construction jobs with fair wages 
and benefits, provide significant neighborhood improvements and make traveling through the 
hub a more pleasant experience. The renovation will ease congestion for commuters, increasing 
train capacity by 40 percent. Additionally platforms and passageways will be widened, greatly 
improving the commuting experience. Local residents will also benefit with widened sidewalks 
and a new public plaza. The character of the neighborhood will not be compromised as a result 
of the project, as buildings will not be permitted to rise above those at Hudson Yards. Lastly, the 
project will create much needed economic activity, creating needed good jobs with prevailing 
wages and infusing money back into the City. This project will be of tremendous benefit to the 
City of New York, its residents and workers and commuters just passing through. 
 
LiUNA NY enthusiastically supports the Empire Station Complex proposal and urges its swift 
approval. 
 
 
 

 



From: Lopes, Lucas 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 9:17 AM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: RE: Request for copy of EAF

Thank you so much for sending this.

Will tonight’s scoping hearing be recorded? Or will a transcript of the hearing be posted online?

Thanks again,

Lucas

Lucas Lopes

Paralegal

Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


From: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 5:05 PM
To: Lopes, Lucas <>
Cc: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Request for copy of EAF

Attached please find the EAF Parts 1 and 2 for the Empire Station Complex Project.  Please note, this information was
sent to Charles Warren of your firm on July 6th.

From: Lopes, Lucas <> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 11:10 AM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: Request for copy of EAF

Hi all,

Would you be able to provide a copy of the Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) for the Empire Station Complex 
Project?  The ESD website for the Project contains a copy of the Draft Scope of Work but not the EAF.

Thank you so much,

Lucas

Lucas Lopes

Paralegal

Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
https://www.google.com/maps/search/1177+Avenue+of+the+Americas,+New+York,+New+York+10036?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:LLopes@KRAMERLEVIN.com


From: Carene Lopez <> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 6:18 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov> 
Subject: ESD July 20th virtual scoping session

I was looking for the recording of the scoping session on your website and it doesn’t seem to have been
uploaded yet.  Do you know when it will be available? 

Also, when will there be a link to the transcript or can I request a copy now?

Thank you.

With regards,

Carene

Carene Lydia Lopez
Executive Assistant

Land Use, Housing + Real Estate and Ventures

Capalino+Company

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


From: Cezar Nicolescu <> 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 3:56 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: ReThinkNYC Requests that ReThinkNYC Proposals be Treated as Alternatives to be Studied

To the Empire State Development Corporation,

Please find attached a pdf addressed as: "ReThinkNYC Requests that ReThinkNYC Proposals be
Treated as Alternatives to be Studied."

Cezar Nicolescu

ReThinkNYC

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


ReThinkNYC Requests that 
ReThinkNYC Proposals be 
Treated as Alternatives to be 
Studied

ReThinkNYC  •  253 Church Street  •  New York, NY  •  Suite 5



ReThinkNYC Requests that ReThinkNYC Proposals 
be Treated as Alternatives to be Studied

 RethinkNYC submits the following preliminary statement and proposals 
in response to the Empire State Development Corps Draft Scope of Work 
(“DSOW”) and request for Public Comment. RethinkNYC asks that this 
submission and supplementary submissions — which will be submitted before 
August 20th  — be considered as an “alternative to be studied” as set forth on 
page 53 of the Draft Statement of Work.

•	 ReThinkNYC’s criticism of the DSOW is the following:  the DSOW does not 
address the need to end Penn Station’s utilization as a terminus as opposed 
to	a	through-station.	This	is	problematic	because	it	forgoes	����	in	train	
and passenger capacity that through-running would yield. New York’s 
competitors, including London, Paris, Tokyo, Berlin, and Philadelphia, have 
all adopted through-running as a template for commuter rail operations. The 
failure to convert Penn Station from a terminus into a through-running station 
is	a	missed	opportunity	to	address	the	root	issue	that	����	Penn	Station’s	
operability.  

•	 The DSOW also addresses as many as eight real estate parcels for potential 
land use development but  leaves Madison Square Garden in place. This is 
problematic because leaving Madison Square Garden in its place will decrease 
the area’s land use development potential. This will condemn whatever comes 
from	the	DSOW	to	a	fraction	of	the	potential	����	of	moving	the	Garden,	
maximizing Penn Station’s passenger capacity, and designing a station worthy 
of the nation, region, city and site. To summarize: preserving Penn Station’s 
operation as a terminus and keeping Madison Square Garden in place leaves a 
tremendous amount of value on the table.

Link to online pdf version of ReThinkNYC’s plan for Penn Station: https://issuu.com/rethinkstudio/docs/2017-
09-1����������������������������� rQn8BBle9Odsihf_8M1F8j_
SpKdWNEsvbs68

Link to ReThinkNYC website: http://www.rethinknyc.org/rethinkpenn/

https://issuu.com/rethinkstudio/docs/2017-09-11_final_content___cover_w_?fbclid=IwAR3JO27WboTfQMASrLxTb6XlDj1nCa-eTUtbUoVQ134PtVrIhlT3U-Z-BzY
https://issuu.com/rethinkstudio/docs/2017-09-11_final_content___cover_w_?fbclid=IwAR3JO27WboTfQMASrLxTb6XlDj1nCa-eTUtbUoVQ134PtVrIhlT3U-Z-BzY
https://issuu.com/rethinkstudio/docs/2017-09-11_final_content___cover_w_?fbclid=IwAR3JO27WboTfQMASrLxTb6XlDj1nCa-eTUtbUoVQ134PtVrIhlT3U-Z-BzY
http://www.rethinknyc.org/rethinkpenn/


Converting Penn Station into a Through-Running 
Station

 RethinkNYC has long advocated for Penn Station’s conversion to a 
through-station with expanded regional hubs along the Northeast Corridor.  
Further,	RethinkNYC’s	position	is	that	Penn	Station	is	more	than	an	anchor	tenant	
for the “cohesive transit oriented commercial district” referenced in the DSOW.  
Rather, it is the centerpiece of a once-in-a-century opportunity to remove the 
dysfunction, congestion, and band-aid approaches that have plagued Penn Station 
for the past half century. RethinkNYC proposes to address the Penn Station 
dilemma in a truly transformative fashion well beyond its immediate Midtown 
location.  

 Within ReThinkNYC’s comprehensive infrastructure strategy is the 
proposed rebuilding of the original Penn Station. RethinkNYC has fully embraced 
the desirability of rebuilding the grandeur of the original Penn Station in 
Manhattan as the architectural design which will bring the greatest aesthetic and 
economic	����	to	New	York.

	 In	calling	for	Penn	Station’s	conversion	into	a	through-station,	
RethinkNYC	advocates	that	trains	returning	after	rush	hour	�����	no	longer	
return empty to their stations of origin, thereby creating congestion, but continue 
to pick up and deliver passengers to points across the region. This would be 
accompanied by the creation of expanded or new transit hubs in Secaucus, NJ 
and	Sunnyside,	Queens,	and	the	enhancement	of	underutilized	rail	lines	(which	
require little if any cost via public condemnation). 

	 Importantly,	converting	Penn	Station	to	a	through-station	would	require	
for the train platforms to be widened which would greatly improve vertical 
circulation in the station. This is made possible because through-running would 
require fewer tracks since dwell times are vastly shorter when trains don’t have to 
reverse out, but rather continue on their direction (much like any subway stop).

Link to Animation that explains how through-running works: https://vimeo.com/202374998

Today, Penn Station operates 
as a terminal.

ReThinkNYC proposes that it 
is transformed into a through-

running station.

https://vimeo.com/202374998


Converting Penn Station into a Through-Running 
Station

Penn Station’s capacity is limited not by its number 
of tracks, but by the width of its platforms.

Existing Penn Station’s operations are a mess, with 
three railroads terminating and parking trains in a 
complex with narrow platforms unable to handle 
passenger loads.

Our proposal solves the issue by widening 
platforms and connecting tracks to tunnels.

The RUN Proposal for Through-Running allows 
for widening of the platforms, and connecting all 
terminating tracks into through-tunnels.

OUTBOUND
PASSENGE RS

INBOUND
PASSENGE RS

OUTBOUND
PASSENGE RS

INBOUND
PASSENGE RS



Rebuilding the Original Penn Station with a Modern 
Circulation Plan

Renderings by Jeff Stikeman

Re-imagining the Original Station: This proposal wouldn’t be a 
brick-by-brick replication, but rather a functional update akin to 
the many aesthetically integral modernizations at Grand Central 
Terminal. Note the wide platforms and escalators.

 Rebuilding the original Penn Station is far more feasible than how 
the proposal is often portrayed. Reconstructions of classic buildings are 
commonplace in Europe. Dresden for instance rebuilt much of its historic 
core,	most	importantly	its	������	Frauenkirche,	resulting	not	only	in	
restoration	of	civic	beauty,	but	in	massive	economic	����	from	becoming	
a place where people want to visit and live. While not a reconstruction, the 
saving	and	�������	of	St.	Pancras	Station	in	London	injected	an	old	
building with the functionality and connective program to work as London’s 
hub to the continent. The lower level, previously back-of-house, was 
converted into a concourse full of shopping and direct access to platforms 
above.	The	attached	Victorian	Midland	Hotel,	restored,	has	become	an	icon	
of the city; one representative of the recognizable brand of London.

 Modern construction techniques and computer-generated design 
make	recreating	the	original	station		practical	and	cost	�����		The	original	
design	will	����	from	a	modern	circulation	plan.	An	example	of	possible	
adaptation	is	�������	the	former	carriageways	on	31st	and	33rd	Streets	
into pedestrian arcades which will solve circulation problems and connect 
the station with the life of the neighborhood outside.

Dresden, Germany

St. Pancras, London

31st Street Colonnade & Ramp



Regional and National Signficance

	 Penn	Station’s	historic	demolition	in	1963	was	more	than	a	crime	against	
architecture.	It	was	an	assault	on	New	York’s	civic	sphere:	one	that	�����	
the dominance of the private automobile over public transit, the isolated single-
family home in suburbia over well-connected, diverse communities, and the 
corporatization of public space over the grand civic spaces of the past. To 
summarize, the building’s erasure came to embody everything that went wrong 
with	post-World	War	II	American	city	planning	that	helped	cast	into	place	the	
conditions that lead to the environmental and inequality crisis we presently face in 
society.	What	would	it	mean	for	the	region	and	nation	for	it	to	be	rebuilt?

 

 
 Our country used to have a drive for constructing public grandeur with 
a	goal	of	ennobling	and	placemaking.	In	the	depths	of	the	Great	Depression	
Franklin	Roosevelt	had	the	foresight	to	dedicate	federal	resources	to	the	arts	(The	
muralist Jules Guerin who worked on the station would later be a central artist of 
the WPA). A rebuilt station would become an internationally renowned landmark 
and its restoration would be an important symbol of New York’s resilience and 
renewal	after	the	COVID	pandemic.		The	economic	and	aesthetic	impact	on	the	
city	and	region	would	be	unparalleled	and	incalculable.		Even	before	the	COVID	
crisis there was broad recognition that a new station is needed to meet current and 
projected	transit	needs.

Main Waiting Room: 
“The	Pennsylvania	Station	in	New	York	Is	like	
some vast basilica of old
That towers above the terror of the dark
As bulwark and protection to the soul.”
-	Langston	Hughes

Digital Rendering by NOVA Concepts

Interactive Version: 
https://nova-vt.s3.amazonaws.com/
PennStation/2.12.20_360/vtour/tour.html

https://nova-vt.s3.amazonaws.com/PennStation/2.12.20_360/vtour/tour.html
https://nova-vt.s3.amazonaws.com/PennStation/2.12.20_360/vtour/tour.html


Historical Precedents, Pandemics, and Architecture

	 It	is	important	to	note	that	the	present	pandemic	–	as	outlined	by	Michael	
Lewis	in	his	WSJ	opinion	piece	of	June	6th,	Pandemic as Urban Planner	–	has	
only added to the need to “rethink” Penn Station. Lewis alludes in his piece 
directly to rebuilding the original station and the place such ‘rethinking’ would 
have on this important bellwether for the very future and viability of cities.  

 The original Penn Station, as Lewis rightly points out, was in some 
respects	the	lineal	descendant	of	Philadelphia’s	Waterworks	and	Fairmount	
Park, the Champs Elysée and the Arc de Triomphe in Paris and the Thames 
Embankment, all of which were created in the wake of public health crises.  The 
original Penn Station was also a peer of Union Station in Washington D.C., Grand 
Central Terminal, and Denver’s Union Station. These Stations prove the continued 
vitality and positive aesthetic of this style of train station architecture. Recreating 
the original Penn Station would bring similar vitality to New York City and 
beyond. The recreation of the original Penn Station would also stand as evidence 
to the resilience of New Yorkers both in correcting the architectural crime of the 
century in the original station’s destruction, and transforming our cityscape and 
region greatly for the better.

Penn Station’s reconstruction will come with modern affordances:

View of Penn Station from the 
Roof of New Yorker Hotel.

•	 passive heating & cooling
•	 energy	�����	standards
•	 geothermal wells

•	 glass solar panels on the concourse level
•	 programmed space for social services 

where	����	were	previously	located



The problematic state of Penn Station represents 
the region’s divided governance, especially in 
regards to planning, transportation, and economic 
development. The ReThink NYC plan will remedy 
this state of affairs.

 Even prior to the current pandemic, a “Marshall Plan” for New York and 
it’s immediate surrounding area, such as what RethinkNYC proposes, was needed 
for	the	balkanized	metropolitan	region.	Infrastructure	spending,	particularly	on	a	
more integrated transit network, will resurrect the economic damage caused by 
the virus and restore public trust in the viability of a dense urban and suburban 
region such as New York.  The expansion of the region’s economic core will make 
places	like	Newark,	Paterson,	Long	Island	City	and	beyond	all	part	of	a	well-
connected whole, rather than a series of disconnected parts like today; a concept 
that we call the “Bigger Apple”.  The ReThinkNYC plan would enable people 
living in Newark to work in Sunnyside and people living in Brooklyn to work in 
Paterson	or	Hackensack.

	 Dan	�����	Deputy	Mayor	for	Mayor	Bloomberg,	in	a	New	York	
Times	op-ed	piece,	recently	pointed	to	the	������	approach	adopted	to	
bring the city back from 9/11.  RethinkNYC’s regional transit proposals are 
similar but with a multi-state palette and advocates for an empowered regional 
governance	structure.		Governor	Cuomo’s	multi-state	COVID	response	����	
show	the	����	of	such	coordination.	A	new	level	of	regional	cooperation	
alongside integrative transit planning would open up neighborhoods to the 
growing	economy,	and	create	job-connected	housing.	This	would	integrate	more	
communities economically and socially.
 
 To summarize, the DSOW does not take a regional approach to Penn 
Station’s reimagination. This is because New York does not have the mechanisms 
in place today to do so. The region’s fragmented governance makes creating plans 
between	states	and	municipalities	extremely	�����	ReThinkNYC	believes	that	
in order to maximize Penn Station’s potential, a region wide approach is necessary 
that we hope to integrate into the Empire State Economic Development Corps 
strategy. 



Economic Impact Statement: The ReThinkNYC 
plan will make the Region more Attractive and 
Accessible to 21st Century Industries

 Today, New York is stuck in a zero sum game between the forces of 
growth and maintaining a reasonable level of quality of life and cost of living for 
all. New York’s unparalleled attractiveness for talent makes it an excellent place 
for healthcare facilities, knowledge companies, and educational institutions to 
locate. This desirability gives New York the opportunity to diversify its economy 
and insulate itself against future economic downturns. New York’s rapid growth 
over the last two decades however has had its consequences. Due to New York’s 
capacity limitations, the more new people move here, the harder it becomes for 
others to stay living here. The Subway is full, Midtown has no more room for new 
construction,	and	neighborhoods	with	good	access	to	transit	have	been	������	
The choice between New York expanding economically and remaining a place for 
everyone to live however is a false one. 

 Strategic, region-wide transportation planning is the foundation to 
overcoming New York’s capacity issues, taking full advantage of its present 
economic opportunities, and making the region the best place to be for all. The 
ReThinkNYC plan takes this approach. With it’s comprehensive infrastructure 
strategy, the ReThinkNYC plan will expand the menu of locations for companies 
to	locate,	whether	it	be	in	healthcare,	tech	or	education.	Increasing	accessibility	in	
cities like Newark, Sunnyside, Paterson, East New York, and Elizabeth will create 
wide-ranging	jobs	for	all.	Expanding	New	York’s	core	beyond	Manhattan	will	
leapfrog its housing capacity, reduce the region’s cost of living dramatically, and 
democratize its economic expansion. 

 Preserving Penn Station’s usage as a terminal station will essentially 
maintain	the	status	quo.	It	will	double	down	on	Midtown	as	the	region’s	only	
central business district, make creating land use development outside of the 
traditional	core	extremely	�����	limit	the	region’s	growth	potential,	and	do	
very little for local economies outside of Manhattan. With a new approach to the 
region’s	transit	network,	exponentially	greater	housing,	����	and	transit	capacity	
can	be	achieved.	This	is	what	the	ReThinkNYC	plan	����



Next Steps

 RethinkNYC will submit a detailed submission of its proposals before the August 20th deadline which 
will include details of how Penn Station would anchor the region’s infrastructure and other related proposals. 
It	will	advocate	that	these	proposals	can	be	funded	by	amending	many	plans	presently	in	place	for	the	region	
with	a	more	integrative	approach.		It	will	also	ask	for	a	more	fulsome	value	recapture	of	the	broader	Midtown	
area to determine the feasibility of funding a rebuilt original Penn Station as a through-station, the relocation of 
Madison	Square	Garden,	and	the	enhancement	and	������	of	the	regional	commuter	lines.	It	will	also	point	
out that these proposals will require less disruption to the cityscape and need to resort to public condemnation 
than the DSOW.

Conclusion
The RethinkNYC infrastructure, governance, and economic strategy, anchored 
by its proposal to rebuild Penn Station, represents a tremendous opportunity to 
unlock the New York region’s full potential. With a more integrative approach, 
New	York	can	correct	what	mars	the	region	and	soar	beyond	the	COVID	tragedy	
into a less congested, more sustainable, healthier, fairer and safer New York 
metropolitan region. 

Sam Turvey
Chairperson
RethinkNYC

Painting by Patricia Melvin



7th Avenue Facade Rendering by Jeff 
Stikeman.

A public-facing gesture of civic beauty would 
transform west Midtown’s streetscape,
and create better value for commuters. 
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August 17, 2020 
 
STATEMENT OF THE NEW YORK LANDMARKS CONSERVANCY BEFORE EMPIRE STATE 
DEVELOPMENT REGARDING THE EMPIRE STATION COMPLEX 
 
The New York Landmarks Conservancy is a 47-year old organization dedicated to preserving, revitalizing, 
and reusing New York’s historic buildings and neighborhoods.   
 
The Conservancy understands the central role that this site plays for New York’s future.  For nearly three 
decades, we have heeded the call of Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan and advocated for a new Moynihan 
Train Station. We thank Governor Cuomo for his commitment to that vision.  But this proposal goes against 
Senator Moynihan’s leadership in revitalizing buildings.  It falls back on urban renewal, a discredited 
approach that tears down buildings and displaces businesses and residents. It abandons hard-fought 
zoning and community engagement practices.   
 
The dynamic mix of old and new is what makes New York unique and successful, and it should not be so 
easily discarded.   
 
Preservation rose from the ashes of the old Pennsylvania Station.  We are deeply concerned that this plan 
calls for the demolition of over 50 historic buildings, some of which are listed or eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places.  We ask that that the scope of work include a survey of the study area 
to determine if there are additional buildings that are eligible for listing. 
 
Preservation was also a response to the failures of urban renewal.  This strategy cited blight and insanitary 
conditions to justify eminent domain and the demolition of historic buildings.  Instead, preservation is a 
green strategy that calls for investment in existing resources and neighborhoods.  It has been a successful 
engine for New York’s revitalization through successive crises.   
 
So, we were surprised to see this profoundly anti-urban proposal, based on eminent domain.  It starts with 
the assumption that this neighborhood should be sacrificed.  This is a vibrant commercial district with a mix 
of buildings that support a diverse array of activities and businesses.  We request that the scope of work 
consider a preservation plan instead of a demolition plan.  The State should consider reusing these 
buildings, to let them thrive and let this neighborhood evolve, instead of decimating it.   
 
 
 



 
 

 

 

 
All of the existing buildings contain embodied energy that will be lost forever.  The proposed new 
construction will use untold amounts of resources and take decades to reach carbon neutrality.  We request 
an analysis of the sustainability impacts.     
 
We ask that the applicant undertake a study of the effect of the proposed new buildings on view corridors of 
the Empire State Building, which more than any other building represents and anchors New York.   
 
The proposal is lacking in all details about how it will raise money and administer those funds.  It follows the 
guidelines of the East Midtown rezoning, but that plan offered minute details on how funds would be 
generated and exact metrics between additional FAR and specific transit improvements.  It required 
developers to undertake transit improvements and complete them before a new building could receive a 
temporary certificate of occupancy.  We request a financial analysis of the costs to acquire the 
development sites, construct the new buildings, and complete the transit improvements.   
 
This plan seems to exist in a bubble where there is unlimited demand for new commercial office space, 
where East Midtown, Hudson Yards, and the World Trade Center site do not exist and where the impact of 
the Covid-19 pandemic, which might depress the need for office space for a generation, does not exist.  
The scope of work must expand the study area to determine the impact on commercial office space on 
those other development sites, and whether there is any need for additional office space.   
 
This proposal undermines a century of local planning and zoning.  In a city where every square inch and 
every additional floor is considered, it adds millions of square feet of new development with none of the 
local zoning rationales or controls that every other building owner has to follow.  A project that will have 
such a significant impact on the City should follow ULURP, the City’s well-established process for zoning 
applications.  ULURP ensures that the public, community boards, and local elected officials have input into 
the changes that effect their neighborhoods.  
 
The ambiguities and uncertainties regarding the substantive implications of the proposal also raise a 
significant procedural issue.  We appreciate the desire to address expeditiously what are perceived as 
urgent needs. Nevertheless, the process currently proposed seems rash. As stated above, we believe that 
utilization of ULURP would serve the long-term interests of the city, state and region. The amorphous 
nature of the current draft scope of work calls for a refined revision that is subject to further public comment 
before the process goes further. 
 
We fought to protect the integrity of the landmark Farley Post Office.  We look forward to the day when 
Moynihan Station opens, and the Senator’s vision is realized.  The improvements at Penn Station should 
also be done the right way.  Thank you for the opportunity to express the Conservancy’s views. 







Testimony of the Partnership for New York City 
 

New York State Empire Development Corporation 
Empire Station Complex Public Scoping Meeting 

 
July 20, 2020 

Thank you for the opportunity to share comments with you today. 

The Partnership for New York City represents the private sector employers of more than 1.5 
million New Yorkers. We work together with government, labor and the nonprofit sector to 
maintain New York’s position as the preeminent global center of commerce, innovation and 
economic opportunity.     

We support the proposed Empire Station Complex project, a comprehensive redevelopment of 
the area that surrounds Penn Station, one of the busiest transportation hubs in the world. More 
than 600,000 people passed through the station daily before the COVID-19 pandemic. The Empire 
Station Complex is an important component of facilitating and funding the Penn Station 
renovation and expansion, promising 20 million square feet of commercial, retail and hotel space. 
Access to mass transit is a major factor in business location decisions, driving demand for 
commercial real estate and dictating patterns of job growth. A modern transportation hub that 
can support commercial activity will boost economic recovery and ensure an attractive location 
for employment and investment.   
 
New York is beginning its long road to recovery from the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
the most serious health and economic disaster to hit the metropolitan region in modern history. 
The full impact of the pandemic is still unclear. However, the economic downturn is expected to 
result in state and city tax revenue losses of more than $37 billion over the next few years. The 
state alone anticipates a 14% drop in GDP through 2023 resulting in far more extended economic 
losses than the relatively short-term declines after 9/11 and the 2008 financial crisis. Nonprofit 
organizations, 42% of which were already at risk pre-COVID, are experiencing extraordinary 
damage as charitable giving is expected to decline $1.8 to $2.5 billion this year while demand for 
nonprofit services increases. The regional mass transit system, which carried 8.9 million 
passengers on the average 2019 weekday, saw ridership plunge over 90% in the wake of the crisis. 
As many as 520,000 jobs were lost from the city’s small business sector as consumer spending 
plummeted 44% during the height of the pandemic. Projects that spur investment and economic 
activity across the region are needed most.  
 
The Empire Station Complex project will transform the areas surrounding Penn Station and 
support economic growth as well as generate revenue to help fund transit improvements. 
Transportation hubs are proven to be the most powerful generators of economic activity with 
investments resulting in the highest levels of both transportation and economic development 
benefits. The Partnership commissioned a study in 2003 by the Boston Consulting Group (BCG) 
and the University Transportation Research Center (UTRC) to examine mass transit projects and 



their implications for the economy. BCG and URTC found that when economic development 
benefits are factored in, most transit projects generate a significant return on public investment.  
 
As fears of pandemic fade, the desire for a collegial office work environment may increase. More 
than four in five younger workers are feeling less connected with their coworkers and company 
since they began working from home. Transit-oriented development was needed prior to COVID-
19. However, with recovery taking hold and the transition back to the workplace beginning, these 
projects are needed more than ever. The Empire Station Complex will help fund Penn Station’s 
revitalization and send a signal to companies that New York is serious about securing its future 
as a world-class city with modern infrastructure and thriving business districts for the next 
century.   
 

 

 

 



From: Daniel Roche <>
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 4:20:29 PM
To: esd.sm.EmpireSta on <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: ReThinkNYC Requests that ReThinkNYC Proposals be Treated as Alterna ves to be Studied

To whom it may concern;

As per your instructions, attached please find the supplemental submission of RethinkNYC to the
Draft Statement of Work for the Empire Station Complex as part of the environmental impact
process.

This submission incorporates our earlier and written comments and adds to them.

We greatly appreciate being able to submit our POV on this important initiative.

RethinkNYC

Cezar Nicolescu

Daniel Roche 

Sincerely,

Daniel Roche

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
mailto:cezar.nicolescu@rethinkstudio.org


ReThinkNYC Requests that ReThinkNYC 
Proposals be Treated as Alternatives to be 
Studied

ReThinkNYC    •  New York, NY  •  August,20 2020

Reimagined Penn Station’s Main Hall. Digital Rendering by NOVA Concepts.

“The Pennsylvania Station in New York is like some vast basilica of old that 
towers above the terror of the dark as bulwark and protection to the soul.” 

Langston Hughes
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1. Introduction: ReThinkNYC Requests 
that ReThinkNYC Proposals be Treated as 
Alternatives to be Studied

 RethinkNYC submits the following supplemental statement and proposals to their July 20, 2020 
preliminary written and verbal submissions which were made in response to the Empire State Development 
Corps Draft Scope of Work (“DSOW”) and request for Public Comment. RethinkNYC asks that this supplementary 
submission, which incorporates and adds to the prior submissions(with any changes noted), be read as a unified 
document. RethinkNYC requests that the proposals submitted today be considered as an “alternative(s) to be 
studied” as set forth on page 53 of the DSOW.

	 While	RethinkNYC’s	more	specific	criticism’s	are	set	forth	immediately	below,	RethinkNYC’s	overarching	
criticism	and	reason	for	sponsoring	alternatives	is	that	the	proposed	Empire	State	Complex	fails	to	sufficiently	unlock	
the	potential	that	a	modernized	Penn	Station	and	transit	network	would	have	on	the	economy,	the	region	and	nation’s	
ecology,	aesthetics,	fair	housing	and	accessability	to	the	job	market,	among	many	other	advantages.		While	the	DSOW	
acknowledges	other	infrastructure	projects	—	Gateway,	Sunnyside	Yards	and	the	Port	Authority	Bus	Terminal	— it does 
not	coordinate	or	harmonize	these	proposals	in	a	way	that	maximizes	their	impacts	for	the	region.		New	York	has	many	
challenges,	particularly	as	we	progress	through	the	COVID	crisis,	and	Penn	Station	and	its	environs	cannot	solve	all	of	
them.	However,	we	believe	that	the	proposals	we	propose	for	Penn	Station—a	unified	regional	transit	network	and	a	
rebuilt	original	Penn	Station—	represent	a	once	in	a	century	opportunity	to	1.)	reduce	transit	congestion,	2.)	expand	
the	regions	core	and	revitalize	satellite	cities	and	locations,	3.)	improve	access	to	the	workplace	and	4.)	cap	it	off	by	
adaptively	reusing	an	entire	neighborhood	with	the	return	of	one	of	history’s	great	buildings	to	its	rightful	location	in	
Manhattan.

7th Avenue Facade rendering by 7th Avenue Facade rendering by 
Jeff StikemanJeff Stikeman

Link to ReThinkNYC website: http://www.rethinknyc.org/rethinkpenn/

Link to online pdf version of ReThinkNYC’s plan for Penn Station: https://issuu.com/rethinkstudio/docs/2017-09-11_
final_content___cover_w_
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ReThinkNYC’s more specific criticism of the DSOW continues to principally be as follows: 

1.	 First,	the	DSOW	does	not	address	the	need	to	end	Penn	Station’s	utilization	as	a	terminus	as	opposed	to	a	through-
station.	This	is	problematic	because	it	forgoes	benefits	in	train	and	passenger	capacity	that	through-running	would	
yield.	New	York’s	competitors,	including	London,	Paris,	Tokyo,	Berlin,	and	Philadelphia,	have	all	adopted	through-
running	as	a	template	for	commuter	rail	operations.	The	failure	to	convert	Penn	Station	from	a	terminus	into	a	
through-running	station	is	a	missed	opportunity	to	address	the	root	issue	that	affects	Penn	Station’s	operability.			 

2. Second,	the	DSOW	also	addresses	as	many	as	eight	real	estate	parcels	for	potential	land	use	development	but	
leaves	Madison	Square	Garden	in	place.	This	is	problematic	because	leaving	Madison	Square	Garden	in	its	place	
will	decrease	the	area’s	land	use	development	potential.	This	will	condemn	whatever	comes	from	the	DSOW	to	a	
fraction	of	the	potential	benefit	of	moving	the	Garden,	maximizing	Penn	Station’s	passenger	capacity,	designing	a	
station	worthy	of	the	nation,	region,	city	and	site.	There	are	numerous	better	sites	for	the	5th	iteration	of	Madison	
Square	Garden,	including	1)	Herald	Square	and	Broadway,	34th	to	32st;	2.)	Dyer	Avenue	and	38th	Street,	and	3)	
Above	the	ramps	in	and	the	area	of	the	current	Port	Authority	Bus	Terminal.	These	three	sites	differ	slighlty	from	
our	prior	submission. 

3.	 We	acknowledge	that	various	zoning	variances	and	creative	value	recapture	strategies	will	be	needed	to	fund	
transit	and	other	improvements.	We	recommend	that	zoning	variances,	“upzoning”	be	limited	and	that	Tax	
Increment	Financing	(TIF)	be	more	greatly	utilized	to	fund	this	project	and	to	help	maintain	the	positive	
characteristics	of	the	neighborhood	through	adaptive	reuse.		We	recommend	that	the	potential	parcels	used	to	
fund	these	improvements	be	expanded	beyond	the	area	presently	proposed.		We	ask	that	the	historic	character	of	
much	of	the	neighborhood	be	preserved	while	certain	sites	are	developed	and	upzoned	in	limited	circumstances.	
Specifically,	on	the	south	side	of	31st	Street	the	mid-block	parking	garage	should	be	removed	in	favor	of	a	through	
block	park,	the	historic	church	on	the	East	side	of	this	park	should	be	preserved	as	should	the	facades	of	the	original	
Penn	Station	Power	Station	to	the	west	of	the	proposed	park.	The	Pennsylvania	Hotel	and	buildings	immediately	

1

3

Three	Madison	Square	Garden	Proposed	Locations. Image by ReThinkNYC.
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1. 	Potential	MSG	Location.	Image by Richard Cameron.

south	should	be	preserved	or	adaptively	reused.		So,	too,	with	the	East	Side	of	6th	Avenue	and/or	Broadway	between	
35th	Street	and	31st	Street.	These	recommendations	are	necessary	in	order	to	retain	some	of	what	is	best	of	the	
neighborhood’s	character.	Our	Madison	Square	Garden	site	facing	Broadway	would	now	look	across	a	vintage	
6th	Avenue	vista	which	would	frame	the	Empire	State	building.		Many	other	underutilized	sites	could	utilize	Tax	
Increment	Financing	to	fund	a	revitalized	neighborhood	including	a	new	Penn	Station	and	Madison	Square	Garden.		
These	value	recaptures	and	other	strategies	will	retain	an	important	vestige	of	New	York’s	iconic	physical	character	
and	would	be	a	tremendous	boon	to	the	local	and	regional	economy. 

To summarize: Preserving	Penn	Station’s	operation	as	a	terminus	and	insisting	on	the	continued	presence	of	Madison	
Square	Garden	over	the	station	will	compromise	the	city’s	quality	of	life,	perhaps	for	generations.	It	will	also	forgo	a	
win-win	situation	for	New	York’s	economic,	ecologic,	and	civic	life.	There	are	an	abundance	of	solutions	that	would	
modernize	the	performance	of	the	transit	facilities	in	the	vicinity	while	reaffirming	the	character	and	culture	of	the	
area.

3.	Port	Authority	Bus	Terminal	site’s	potential. Image by ReThinkNYC.

ExistingExisting Potential  LocationPotential  Location

MSGMSG

New MSGNew MSG
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2. Converting Penn Station into a 
Through-Running Station

	 RethinkNYC	has	long	advocated	for	Penn	Station’s	conversion	to	a	through-station	with	expanded	regional	
hubs	along	the	Northeast	Corridor.		Further,	RethinkNYC’s	position	is	that	Penn	Station	is	more	than	an	anchor	tenant	
for	the	“cohesive	transit	oriented	commercial	district”	referenced	in	the	DSOW.		Rather,	it	is	the	centerpiece	of	a	once	
in-a-century	opportunity	to	remove	the	dysfunction,	congestion,	and	band-aid	approaches	that	have	plagued	Penn	
Station	for	the	past	half	century.	RethinkNYC	proposes	to	address	the	Penn	Station	dilemma	in	a	truly	transformative	
fashion	well	beyond	its	immediate	Midtown	location.	Within	ReThinkNYC’s	comprehensive	infrastructure	strategy	
is	the	proposed	rebuilding	of	the	original	Penn	Station.	RethinkNYC	has	fully	embraced	the	desirability	of	rebuilding	
the	grandeur	of	the	original	Penn	Station	in	Manhattan	as	the	architectural	design	which	will	bring	the	greatest	
aesthetic	and	economic	benefit	to	New	York.	In	calling	for	Penn	Station’s	conversion	into	a	through-station,	RethinkNYC	
advocates	that	trains	returning	after	rush	hour	drop-offs	no	longer	return	empty	to	their	stations	of	origin,	thereby	
creating	congestion,	but	continue	to	pick	up	and	deliver	passengers	to	points	across	the	region.	This	would	be	
accompanied	by	the	creation	of	expanded	or	new	transit	hubs	in	Secaucus,	NJ	and	Sunnyside,	Queens,	and	the	
enhancement	of	underutilized	rail	lines	(which	require	little	if	any	cost	via	public	condemnation).	

Today, Penn Station 
operates as a terminal.

ReThinkNYC proposes 
that it is transformed 

into a through-running 
station. Regional	Transit	Hub	at	Sunnyside	Yard. Image by ReThinkNYC.
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Bird’s Eye view of the Expanded Core of the New York Metropolitan Region. Bird’s Eye view of the Expanded Core of the New York Metropolitan Region. Image by ReThinkNYC.Image by ReThinkNYC.
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Penn Station’s capacity is limited not by its number of 
tracks, but by the width of its platforms. Existing	Penn	
Station’s	operations	are	a	mess,	with	three	railroads	
terminating	and	parking	trains	in	a	complex	with	narrow	
platforms	unable	to	handle	passenger	loads.

Our proposal solves the issue by widening platforms 
and connecting tracks to tunnels.	The	RUN	Proposal,	
coordinate	with	Through-Running,	allows	for	widening	of	
the	platforms,	and	connecting	all	terminating	tracks	into	
through-tunnels.

OUTBOUND
PASSENGERS

INBOUND
PASSENGERS

STAGED
BOARDING

CONGESTED
PLATFORM

OVER-CROWDED
MEZZANINE NARROW

VERTICAL
CIRCULATION

DOUBLE-SIDED
BOARDING/

DEBOARDING
WIDENED 

PLATFORMS

LESS CROWDED
MEZZANINE ADDITIONAL

VERTICAL
CIRCULATION

 Importantly, converting Penn Station to a through-station would require the train platforms to be widened 
which would greatly improve vertical circulation in the station. Wider platforms are made possible as through-
running service requires fewer tracks than terminal stations do, since dwell times are brief when trains continue 
in their direction, rather than backing out.

Link to Animation that explains how through-running works:	https://vimeo.com/202374998
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3. Rebuilding the Original Penn Station 
Harmonized with a Through-Running 
Circulation Plan

	 Rebuilding	the	original	Penn	Station	is	technically	feasible,	desirable,	and	economically	practical.
Reconstructions	of	classic	buildings	are	commonplace	in	Europe.	Dresden,	Germany	for	instance	rebuilt	much	of	its	
historic	core.	This	resulted	not	only	in	the	restoration	of	civic	beauty-	it	also	stimulated	massive	economic	growth	
by	becoming	a	place	where	people	want	to	live	and	visit.	While	not	a	reconstruction,	the	saving	and	reconfiguring	
of	St.	Pancras	Station	in	London	injected	an	old	building	with	the	functionality	and	connective	program	to	work	as	
London’s	hub	to	the	continent.	Modern	construction	techniques	and	computer-generated	design	make	recreating	the	
original	station		practical	and	cost	effective.		The	Milford	Granite	Mill	is	still	open.	The	original	design	will	benefit	from	
a	modern	circulation	plan.	An	example	of	possible	adaptation	is	reconfiguring	the	former	carriageways	on	31st	and	
33rd	Streets	into	pedestrian	arcades	which	will	solve	circulation	problems	and	connect	the	station	with	the	life	of	the	
neighborhood	outside	(pictured	above).

Dresden, Germany St. Pancras, London

31st Street Colonnade & Ramp: A	New	Penn	Station	would	not	be	a	brick	by	brick	reconstruction,	but	contain	new	
spaces	providing	connective	tissue	between	the	neighborhood	and	the	station.	Please	note	the	pedestrian	ramps,	a	
feature	so	succesful	at	Grand	Central	Terminal	Renderings by NOVA Concepts. 
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4. Rebuilding the Original Penn Station:
Regional and National Signficance

Painting by Patricia Melvin

“The station, as he entered it, was murmurous with the immense and distant sound of time. Great slant beams of moted 
light fell ponderously athwart the station’s floor, and the calm voice of time hovered along the walls and ceiling of that 
mighty room, distilled out of the voices and movements of the people who swarmed beneath.  It had the murmur of a 
distant sea, the languorous lapse and flow of waters on a beach.  It was elemental, detached, indifferent to the lives of 
men.  They contributed to it as drops of rain contribute to a river that draws its flood and movement majestically from 
great depths, out of purple hills at evening.

“Few buildings are vast enough to hold the sound of time and now it seemed to George that there was a superb fitness 
in the fact that the one which held it better than all others should be a railroad station.  For here as nowhere else on 
earth, men were brought together for a moment at the beginning or end of their innumerable journeys here one saw 
their greetings and farewells, here, in a single instant, one got the entire picture of human destiny.  Men came and went, 
they passed and vanished, and all were moving through the moment of their lives to death, all made small tickings in the 
sound of time-but the voice of time remained aloof and unperturbed, a drowsy and eternal murmur below the immense 
and distant roof.” Thomas Wolfe

 Penn Station’s historic demolition in 1963 was more than a crime against architecture. It	was	an	assault	
on	New	York’s	civic	sphere:	one	that	signified	the	dominance	of	the	private	automobile	over	public	transit,	the	isolated	
single	family	home	in	suburbia	over	well-connected,	diverse	communities,	and	the	corporatization	of	public	space	over	
the	grand	civic	spaces	of	the	past.	To	summarize,	the	building’s	erasure	came	to	embody	everything	that	went	wrong	
with	post-World	War	II	American	city	planning	that	helped	cast	into	place	the	conditions	that	lead	to	the	environmental	
and	inequality	crisis	we	presently	face	in	society.	What	would	it	mean	for	the	region	and	nation	for	it	to	be	rebuilt?	To	
experience	a	360 degree view	of	the	main	wating	room:	https://nova-vt.s3.amazonaws.com/PennStation/2.12.20_360/
vtour/tour.html

 Our	country	used	to	have	a	drive	for	constructing	public	grandeur	with	a	goal	of	ennobling	and	placemaking.	
In	the	depths	of	the	Great	Depression,	Franklin	Roosevelt	had	the	foresight	to	dedicate	federal	resources	to	the	arts	
(The	muralist	Jules	Guerin	who	worked	on	the	station	would	later	be	a	central	artist	of	the	WPA).	A	rebuilt	station	
would	become	an	internationally	renowned	landmark	and	its	restoration	would	be	an	important	symbol	of	New	York’s	
resilience	and	renewal	after	the	COVID	pandemic.		The	economic	and	aesthetic	impact	on	the	city	and	region	would	be	
unparalleled	and	incalculable.		Even	before	the	COVID	crisis	there	was	broad	recognition	that	a	new	station	is	needed	to	
meet	current	and	projected	transit	needs.
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A	Relocated	and	New	Madison	Square	Garden	at	Herald	Square. 
Image by Richard Cameron.

Re-imagining the Original Station: This	proposal	wouldn’t	be	a	brick-by-brick	
replication,	but	rather	a	functional	update	akin	to	the	many	aesthetically	integral	
modernizations	at	Grand	Central	Terminal.	Rendering by NOVA Concepts. 
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5. Historical Precedents, Pandemics, 
Infrastructure and Architecture: Past as Prologue

	 It	is	important	to	note	that	the	present	pandemic	–	as	outlined	by	Michael	Lewis	in	his	WSJ	opinion	piece	of	
June	6th,	Pandemic	as	Urban	Planner	–	has	only	added	to	the	need	to	“rethink”	Penn	Station.	Lewis	alludes	in	his	piece	
directly	to	rebuilding	the	original	station	and	the	place	such	‘rethinking’	would	have	on	this	important	bellwether	for	
the	very	future	and	viability	of	cities.		

	 The	original	Penn	Station,	as	Lewis	rightly	points	out,	was	in	some	respects	the	lineal	descendant	of	
Philadelphia’s	Waterworks	and	Fairmount	Park,	the	Champs	Elysée	and	the	Arc	de	Triomphe	in	Paris	and	the	Thames	
Embankment,	all	of	which	were	created	in	the	wake	of	public	health	crises.		The	original	Penn	Station	was	also	a	peer	
of	Union	Station	in	Washington	D.C.,	Grand	Central	Terminal,	and	Denver’s	Union	Station.	These	stations	prove	the	
continued	vitality	and	positive	aesthetic	of	this	style	of	train	station	architecture.	Recreating	the	original	Penn	Station	
would	bring	similar	vitality	to	New	York	City	and	beyond.	The	recreation	of	the	original	Penn	Station	would	also	stand	
as	evidence	to	the	resilience	of	New	Yorkers	both	in	correcting	the	architectural	crime	of	the	century	in	the	original	
station’s	destruction,	and	transforming	our	cityscape	and	region	greatly	for	the	better.	Penn	Station’s	reconstruction	
will	come	with	modern	affordances:

• passive	heating	&	cooling
• energy	efficiency	standards
• 30	geothermal	wells

• glass	solar	panels	on	the	concourse	level
• programmed	space	for	social	services	where	

previously	offices	were	held

View	of	Penn	Station	from	the	Roof	of	New	Yorker	Hotel.

“ “ Nobody seems to care about New York, except for those of us Nobody seems to care about New York, except for those of us 
who live and work here.  And we, who do care, believe the time has who live and work here.  And we, who do care, believe the time has 
come to stop the wanton destruction of our greatest buildings.  To come to stop the wanton destruction of our greatest buildings.  To 
put a stop to wholesale vandalism. It may be too late to save [the put a stop to wholesale vandalism. It may be too late to save [the 
original] Penn Station but it is not too late to save New Yorkoriginal] Penn Station but it is not too late to save New York. . .” . . .” 
Jane JacobsJane Jacobs
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6. The problematic state of Penn Station 
represents the region’s divided governance, 
especially in regards to planning, transportation, 
and economic development. The ReThink NYC 
plan will remedy this state of affairs.

 Even	prior	to	the	current	pandemic,	a	“Marshall	Plan”	for	New	York	and	it’s	immediate	surrounding	area,	
such	as	what	RethinkNYC	proposes,	was	needed	for	the	balkanized	metropolitan	region.	Infrastructure	spending,	
particularly	on	a	more	integrated	transit	network,	will	resurrect	the	economic	damage	caused	by	the	virus	and	restore	
public	trust	in	the	viability	of	a	dense	urban	and	suburban	region	such	as	New	York.		The	expansion	of	the	region’s	
economic	core	will	make	places	like	Newark,	Elizabeth,	Paterson,	Long	Island	City	and	beyond	all	part	of	a	well-
connected	whole,	rather	than	a	series	of	disconnected	parts	like	today;	a	concept	that	we	call	the	“Bigger	Apple”.		

	 The	ReThinkNYC	plan	would	enable	people	living	in	Newark	to	work	in	Sunnyside	and	people	living	in	Brooklyn	
to	work	in	Paterson	or	Hackensack.	Dan	Doctoroff,	Deputy	Mayor	for	Mayor	Bloomberg,	in	a	New	York	Times	op-ed	
piece,	recently	pointed	to	the	five-borough	approach	adopted	to	bring	the	city	back	from	9/11.		RethinkNYC’s	regional	
transit	proposals	are	similar	but	with	a	multi-state	palette	and	advocates	for	an	empowered	regional	governance	
structure.		Governor	Cuomo’s	multi-state	COVID	response	efforts	show	the	benefits	of	such	coordination.

	 A	new	level	of	regional	cooperation	alongside	integrative	transit	planning	would	open	up	neighborhoods	to	
the	growing	economy,	and	create	job-connected	housing.	This	would	integrate	more	communities	economically	and	
socially.	To	summarize,	the	DSOW	does	not	take	a	regional	approach	to	Penn	Station’s	reimagination.	This	is	because	
New	York	does	not	have	the	mechanisms	in	place	today	to	do	so.	The	region’s	fragmented	governance	makes	creating	
plans	between	states	and	municipalities	extremely	difficult.	ReThinkNYC	believes	that	in	order	to	maximize	Penn	
Station’s	potential,	a	region	wide	approach	is	necessary	that	we	hope	to	integrate	into	the	Empire	State	Economic	
Development	Corps	strategy.

Newark	Penn	Station Downtown	Paterson,	NJ
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7. Economic Impact: The ReThinkNYC plan 
will make the Region more Attractive and 
Accessible to 21st Century Industries

 Today, New York is stuck in a zero sum game	between	the	forces	of	growth	and	maintaining	a	reasonable	
level	of	quality	of	life	and	cost	of	living	for	all.	New	York’s	unparalleled	attractiveness	for	talent	makes	it	an	excellent	
place	for	healthcare	facilities,	knowledge	companies,	and	educational	institutions	to	locate.	This	desirability	gives	New	
York	the	opportunity	to	diversify	its	economy	and	insulate	itself	against	future	economic	downturns.	New	York’s	rapid	
growth	over	the	last	two	decades	however	has	had	its	consequences.	Due	to	New	York’s	capacity	limitations,	the	more	
new	people	move	here,	the	harder	it	becomes	for	others	to	stay	living	here.	The	subway	is	full,	Midtown	has	no	more	
room	for	new	construction,	and	neighborhoods	with	good	access	to	transit	have	been	gentrified.	The	choice	between	
New	York	expanding	economically	and	remaining	a	place	for	everyone	to	live	however	is	a	false	one.	

 Strategic, region-wide transportation planning	is	the	foundation	to	overcoming	New	York’s	capacity	issues,	
taking	full	advantage	of	its	present	economic	opportunities,	and	making	the	region	the	best	place	to	be	for	all.	The	
ReThinkNYC	plan	takes	this	approach.	With	its	comprehensive	infrastructure	strategy,	the	ReThinkNYC	plan	will	
expand	the	menu	of	locations	for	companies	to	locate,	whether	it	be	in	healthcare,	tech	or	education.	Increasing	
accessibility	in	cities	like	Newark,	Sunnyside,	Paterson,	East	New	York,	and	Elizabeth	will	create	wide-ranging	jobs	for	
all.	The	amount	of	jobs	in	these	currently	underserved	areas	of	the	region	outside	Manhattan	will	increase	dramatically.	
Expanding	New	York’s	core	beyond	Manhattan	will	leapfrog	its	housing	capacity,	reduce	the	region’s	cost	of	living,	and	
democratize	its	economic	expansion.	

 Preserving Penn Station’s usage as a terminal station will essentially maintain the status quo. It	will	double	
down	on	Midtown	as	the	region’s	only	central	business	district,	make	creating	land	use	development	outside	of	the	
traditional	core	extremely	difficult,	limit	the	region’s	growth	potential,	and	do	very	little	for	local	economies	outside	
of	Manhattan.	With	a	new	approach	to	the	region’s	transit	network,	exponentially	greater	housing,	office,	and	transit	
capacity	can	be	achieved.	This	is	what	the	ReThinkNYC	plan	offers.
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8. Next Steps

 	RethinkNYC,	as	promised	in	its	July	20th	preliminary	written	and	verbal	statements,	makes	the	following	
proposals	supported	by	the	data	included	in	their	submissions	and	linked	information	on	Rethink	websites.	RethinkNYC	
advocates	that	these	proposals	can	be	funded	by	amending	many	plans	presently	in	place	for	the	region	with	a	
repurposed	and	more	integrative	approach.	Rethink	NYC	favors	TIF	financing	over	zoning	for	dollars	and	accordingly	
asks	for	a	more	fulsome	value	recapture	from	the	broader	Midtown	area	in	order	to	fund	a	rebuilt	original	Penn	Station	
as	a	through-station,	the	relocation	of	Madison	Square	Garden,	and	the	enhancement	and	unification	of	the	regional	
commuter	lines.	RethinkNYC		points	out	that	these	proposals	will	require	less	disruption	to	the	cityscape	and	less	need	
to	resort	to	public	condemnation	than	the	DSOW.	RethinkNYC’s	specific	proposals	include:

1.	 The	Empire	State	Development	Complex	needs	to	be	harmonized	with	the	Gateway,	Sunnyside	Yards	and	Port	
Authority	Bus	Terminal	initiatives	such	that	Penn	Station’s	conversion	to	a	“through	running”	station,	with	greatly	
enhanced	regional	transit	hubs	and	reutilized	abandoned	rail	lines	takes	place;	in	order	to	inaugurate	a	fluid	and	
unified	commuter	rail	network	for	the	New	York	Metropolitan	Region. 

2. Penn	Station’s	conversion	to	a	through	station	should	be	accompanied	by	the	rebuilding	of	the	original	McKim	
Mead	and	White	Station	with	a	modernized	circulation	plan	and	transit	technologies	as	part	of	an	adaptive	reuse	of	
the	34th	Street/Hudson	Yards	area. 

3.	 As	part	of	the	adaptive	reuse	of	the	34th	Street/Hudson	yards	area,	the	following	should	be	included:	create	a	park	
mid-block	south	of	the	station	on	31st	Street,	the	moving	of	Madison	Square	Garden	to	34th	and	Broadway	to	32nd	
and	Broadway	(with	two	alternative	sites	listed	in	our	plan),	preserve	numerous	buildings	and	streetscapes	(e.g.	
Pennsylvania	Hotel	and	block	south,	East	Side	of	6th	Avenue/Broadway	between	34th	to	31st	Street,	resurrection	
and	expansion	of	parks	at	Herald	and	Greeley	Square).	While	value	re-capture,	our	favored	approach	and	zoning	
changes,	on	a	more	limited	basis,	can	happen,	this	development	should	be	done	in	a	way	which	sensitively	and	
adaptively	reuses	the	existing	cityscape	rather	than	razing	historic	structures	to	create	a	new	Hudson	Yards-like	
mall,	a	few	blocks	East. 

4.	 A	new	governance	model	should	emerge	so	that	the	public	isn’t	left	to	respond	to	such	infrastructure	changes	
piecemeal	and	without	adequate	sensitivity	to	the	true	footprint	of	the	region. 

5.	 Affordable	Housing,	including	middle	income	housing,	and		high	quality	homeless	services	should	be	part	of	the	
Penn	Station	vicinity.		 
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9. Conclusion

The	RethinkNYC	infrastructure,	governance,	and	economic	proposals	-	anchored	by	its	proposal	to	rebuild	Penn	Station	
and	adaptively	reuse	the	Station’s	Midtown	neighborhood	-	represent	a	tremendous	opportunity	to	unlock	the	New	
York	region’s	full	potential.	With	a	more	integrative	approach,	New	York	can	correct	what	mars	the	region	and	soar	
beyond	the	COVID	tragedy	into	a	less	congested,	more	sustainable,	healthier,	fairer	and	safer	New	York	metropolitan	
region.	Of	equal	importance,	while	allowing	development	to	go	forward	RethinkNYC	recommends	we	do	so	in	a	way	
that	doesn’t	destroy	New	York	City’s	“feel”	and	“identity”	but,	rather,	adaptively	reuses	it(recreating	some	of	it)	in	a	
way	that	will	modernize	and	preserve	our	hertiage	for	this	century	and	beyond.		

Samuel Turvey
Chairperson
RethinkNYC

6:00	a.m.	August	28th,	1963,	Penn	Station,	
New	York	City.	Photograph by Robert Parent.
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Coda
	 While	not	a	reconstruction,	the	saving	and	reconfiguring	of	St.	Pancras	Station	in	London	upgraded	its	
functionality	enabling	it	to	serve	effectively	as	London’s	gateway	to	the	continent.	The	lower	level,	previously	an	after-
thought,	was	converted	into	a	concourse	full	of	shopping	and	direct	access	to	platforms	above.	The	attached	high-
Victorian	Midland	Hotel,	restored,	has	become	a	beloved	icon	of	the	city	and	a	potent	symbol	of	getting	infrastructure	
and	architecture	right.	

	 We	believe	a	restored	Penn	Station	and	adaptive	reuse	of	many	of	the	architecturally	significant	buildings	in	
its	vicinity,	including	a	revitalized	Hotel	Pennsylvania	and	a	new	Madison	Square	Garden	moved	(possibly)	to	Herald	
Square	(with	vistas	of	the	Empire	State	Building	beyond)	would	affirm	and	reinforce	New	York’s	unique	urban	identity	
while	bestowing	on	the	city	a	world-class	unified	regional	rail	network	for	the	benefit	of	the	city	and	the	entire	region.	
This	is	why	we	describe	our	proposals	as	a	once-in-a-century	opportunity	to	propel	New	York	into	a	better	future	fully	
competitive	with	its	international	urban	peers.	The	resilience	we	would	show	in	correcting	the	“architectural	crime	of	
the	century”-the	destruction	of	the	original	Pennsylvania	Station-would	allow	us	to	fully	exploit	the	advantages	of	our	
existing	comprehensive	rail	transportation	network,	while	correcting	its	main	disadvantage:	its	lack	of	connectivity	
between	lines.	This	approach	would	boost	public	morale	and	give	new	hope	that	New	York’s	best	days,	despite	COVID	
and	other	challenges,	lie	ahead	of	it.	

	 To	paraphrase	Jane	Jacobs,	we	could	not	save	the	original	Penn	Station	but	we	can	save	New	York.	We	can	do	
this,	in	part,	by	having	the	courage	to	rebuild	an	architectural	masterpiece	that	should	never	have	been	destroyed	and	
by	letting	logic,	need	and	geography	rather	than	political	infighting	and	man-made	jurisdictional	limits	define	our	
future	transit	operations.	If	we	get	this	right,	we	will	not	only	save	New	York	but	will	unlock	the	region’s	true	potential	
in	ways	that	will	burnish	the	legacies	of	all	who	fought	to	make	this	happen	for	generations	to	come.	

London’s	St.	Pancras	
Train	Shed	juxtaposed	
over	Penn	Station’s	Main	
Waiting Room.



From: Michael Salgo <> 
Date: July 22, 2020 at 1:51:38 PM EDT
To: empirestation@esd.ny.gov.
Subject: Empire Station Complex

Dear Sir/Madam:    I am the Executive Director of the Cement League. We are an
association of unionized concrete contractors, and our members have built all of the
premium buildings that make up the skyline of New York City.

I am writing to let you know that our association members are in support of the project,
and look forward to the opportunity to bid on the plans once prepared and distributed.

Please feel free to contact me if you think I might be able to assist you in anything.    
Mike Salgo

Michael Salgo, Executive Director

Cement League

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


From: James Smith <>
Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2020 8:25 AM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: Empire Station Complex Project

Hello and thank you for taking the time to read my letter regarding the proposed Empire Station Complex Project.

My name is James Smith and I am writing in support of the Empire Station Complex Project. With the new Penn Station 
nearing completion, the area surrounding it will experience increased transit reliability and the capacity to serve more 
passengers.

By restoring and developing the old Penn Station, along with the surrounding area, we can capitalize on the momentum 
of the positive development in the area.

The construction of the area will generate potentially thousands of jobs for skilled tradespeople which in turn will generate 
much needed income and sales tax revenue for the city and state. The improvements to the area will increase property 
values, which in turn will increase property tax revenue for the city and state as well. Once completed, all the new office 
and commercial space will bring in new jobs as well as more visitors to the area.

For these reasons above I believe the Empire Station Complex Project is in the best interests of the public. Thank you for 
your time and consideration.

James Joseph Smith
New York City District Council of Carpenters

mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov


From: Sinade Wadsworth <> 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 8:12 AM
To: esd.sm.EmpireStation <empirestation@esd.ny.gov>
Subject: Letter Of Support ( Empire Station Complex )

Dear Council,

My name is Sinade Wadsworth, I am a Council Representative for the New York City & Vicinity
District Council of Carpenters. Today I write to you to express my support for the proposed “Empire
Station Complex” State of the State initiative. In an effort to integrate public transportation , this 
project will revitalize New York’s Pennsylvania Station. The Proposed project would generate 
revenue to help fund improvements to Penn Station and support economic growth in New York City 
and the region by providing substantial new high- density commercial development proximate to 
Penn Station and public transportation and public realm improvements to the area. In addition, the 
Proposed Project would support the improvement and expansion of Penn Station. They say “ Time 
Is Money “New York City is the greatest city in the world and we should continue to carry that torch 
.

Thank you for you time,

Sinade Wadsworth

New York City & Vicinity District Council 

mailto:swadsworth@nycdistrictcouncil.org
mailto:empirestation@esd.ny.gov
mailto:EMcWilliams@nycdistrictcouncil.org
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July 20, 2020 
 

  
 
My name is Max Wycisk of the 34th Street Partnership. Thank you for convening us all tonight 
to discuss the Empire Station Complex. 
 
The 34th Street Partnership is a business improvement district encompassing New York City’s 
storied public spaces and landmark attractions. It is our job to enhance the District through 
creative programming and activation of spaces, attract leading retail and businesses, and 
maintain its vibrancy, health and safety. 
 
The Governor’s Empire Station Complex plan aims to transform the Penn District in a way that 
hasn’t been done for decades, by upgrading our mass transit system to ease congestion and boost 
circulation, make necessary upgrades to improve pedestrian flow and street traffic both above 
and below ground, and provide a shot in the arm for private development to build more 
sustainable, newer office buildings to attract the world’s leading companies and talent. 
 
We need this plan more than ever before. As we’re all aware, the coronavirus pandemic has 
given us an unprecedented challenge in reviving our economy, getting people back to work, 
maintaining our health and safety, and thoughtfully planning for the city’s future. If we are going 
to continue leading the world we need to consider what will help us maintain this advantage. 
 
The Governor has rightfully prioritized and fast-tracked a key large-scale infrastructure project 
that will immediately create hundreds of well-paying construction jobs, upgrade some of the 
city’s busiest transit stations with better entry and exit points and wider station platforms, and 
make the District more appealing to companies and employees who want easy access to public 
transportation. 
 
Importantly, this plan also includes public realm and above-ground improvements that will 
benefit all New Yorkers. This includes widened sidewalks and new subway entrances to alleviate 
overcrowding and making the streetscape more accessible and easier to navigate. 
 
There have already been major improvements around the District, including the much anticipated 
completion of Moynihan Train Hall. We should look to this project as a great public-private 
partnership that will yield a state-of-the-art transit hub New Yorkers can be proud of and highly 
sought after Class A office and retail space. 
 
The Empire Station Complex plan has the ability to replicate this model, accommodate the 
density needed for a bustling transportation hub, and offer even more enhancements and benefits 
for New Yorkers. 



 
 

The only way we’re going to achieve full recovery until we have a vaccine is by working together. We 
need the public and private sectors, transit agencies, non-profits, and community organizations to think 
creatively and collaboratively on solutions. The Empire Station Complex is one of them. 

 
 
Thank you. 
Max Wycisk 
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